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SUMMARY

.

et

Description of Title I Programs

st

Although the Title _I allocation which Wisconsin districts were authorized to

receive in FY 19,75,only represented 48%.of the maximum allocation, it was 28%

.. greater Ulan theallocation authorized in tile previous fiscal year (1974).
1

.

I.

oost schobl distr9cts received'allocations under $50,000 in FY 1975.
A

'
I

Over half of the-V8 school districtsvhich,offered .Title' I program participated

in .000peratiye Title I Programs - thps -continuing the trend toward an increasing
. 1 ,

.. , .

vartidpation.in Cooperative projects. The 53,137''children. Who participated in
. . . r

Title I programs in FY 1975 represented approximately 13% of the children who

. _

resided in Title I target ai..eass'' and almot.51 of all the -children enrolled in
- - ... ..-

. .

1, Wisconsin pub0c and npn-public schools. For... the firt time since 1967 the
. . 1

percent of cfliTaten participating in Title 1 was greater .than it had been durin4

the previous fiscal year:.

. 4

Twenty-eight,percent (28%)of the Title I..participants were pre-school or'

kindergarten children, 59% were. lst-4th graders, 11% were 5th-llth graders,ind

2% were ungradepkor in 9th -12th grade. The percent of pre- school -through Ath

grade participants,. which had shown a steady increase since 1968: declined by
,

1% from the 87% reported in_ FY 1974.

.

3A, B Incentive, and
.

C Grants were included-'in the allocations mentioned.

Districts receive only a portion of the maximum ;allocation because Apngress does

not appropriate the maximum allocation. ,

4
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More than 75% of the children participating in Title t ddring'FY 1975 only took

part in a regular year project, 12% only participated in a summer project, and

another 12% took part in both a regular year and a summer project. Slightly'

over half (52.1%) of the summer school students had been ehrAled in the reg ular

year Title I project offered in their school district.

The incidence of minority'group students in the Title I population (approrimately

exceeded the incidence of minority run students in the total population

of Wisconsin public schoolsr%). :In addition to achieving belpw,expected per-
.

formance levels, approximately 1,000 of the Titld I participants were school,.,

$
41

0 dropouts, 868 were residing in an nstitution for neglected and delinquent' L.
, . . .... ,

. .
...

children, and 305 were participating 'in the state funded compensatory education 4'

program for educationally disadvantaged children with economic and Social needs

^
.

;

result of tate mandated services for'han.dicapped children, the number of

's
. e -

Handicapped children served by Title I showed a marked decline im.FY 1975. Al-

thdugh the FY 1975 Title,I applications showed that districts estimated they

would be serving over 3,000 handicap* children, the end Lof-thezyear evaluation

-report's showed-leSs than 1,0'00 'handicapped children were actual)y served,

s 1

Teachers and teacher aides represented approximately 80% ofthe salaried-staff

working in FY 1975 Title I projects. The proportion of staff" reptlesented by

e
,

teacher aides'(37%), was the highest report since 1969 when the statistic was

ti

,

first calculated. __Districts- also maintained a high ratio of volunteer staff

in FY 1975. The 1,838 volunteers reported represented 27% of the total staffs'

working in Title I programs.

Approximately 88% of the Title I dollar,was used for,instrUctional, rather than
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,stipportive, services in FY 1975. English-reading, mathematics, pre-school, and

kindergarten programs accounted for 81% of the monies spent on instructional

activities ching the regulir year, and for 68% of the monies spent on instruc-

tional activities in the summer. Most Title I expenditures also occurred during,

'the regular school year. Instructional expenditures during the summeryepre-

. , \
sented only 9% of all instructional expenditures ,

end supportive service expendi-
. ,.

, \
tures iii the summer only accounted for 8% of- the totO expenditures for supportive

services. Analysis dfthe statewide expenditure repoA,s (OE form 43.19) submitted

for fiscal years 1967-1973, indicated that approximately 71% of the local school
..-

districts Title I expenditures were for instructional salaries. Teaching supplies

and support services for students claimed another 17%, and the remaining 12%

went-for facilities, transporta,tion, and administration.

Evaluation of Program Operation

Target Area Selection and Needs Assessment

The percent of eligible elementary schools which operated a Title I

project '(91%), far exceeded the proportion ofeigible juilior high schoolS (189

or senior high schools (9%) which operated projects in FY 1975.

A comparison,of the needs assessment and evaluation reportS submitted by a

sample of local school districts showed that the,pattern of services offered

tchildren agreed. with the type of student needs identified in these districts.

As was expected, the number of students served was far less than the 'number who

were identified as being in need. The number of students served in reading

represented approximately 55% of the students identified as being in need of

reading services, the number of students receiving math represented. 39% of the

number identified as needing math, the number of students receiving social
. .

.
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,r

services represented 47% of the number needing social services, and the number

of students receiving health services represented only 3% of the number needing

health services. flowever,he number of students receiving psychOmOtor skill

instruction exceeded the number of students reported in need of this service.

This was felt to be due to the omission of pre-school students from the needs

assessment, rather than to the fact that students who were not in need were

served. While the pattern of non-public student needs did not appear to differ

from. the pattern of public student needs, the percent of non-public needy

children receiving service was found to be less than that of public school child-

ren in-alLof the service/need categories.

Size andScope of Services

Analysis tof the size and scope of Title I projects indicated tt the typical

Title'I elementary school child received approximately-2 1/2 -hours of Title I

reading and/or mathematics instruction per week for 34.8 weeks during the

regular year (and/or 8 1/2.hOurs per week for 5.5 weeks during the summer). The

"typical".pre-school or kindergarten child received approximately 3 hours,each

week during the regular school year (and/or approximately 9 1/2 hours each week

in the summer), Analysis of the pupil-teacher ratios in comparison to the total

hours of Title I instruction which districts reported children received, in-

dicated that small group instruction(and/or the time which students spent with

teacher aides)were included in the total number of hours of Title I instruction.

'Services to Non-Public Students

The. 2,920 non-public school children who were served' in FY 1975 projects re-
,

1.4
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presented 12.7% of the summer Title I population,5.4% of the regular year

Title I population, and 5.5% of the total 'Title I population. Since a sample

of local school district needs assessment reports indicated that non-public

students represented approximately 10% of the educationally deprived children

residing in Title I target areas, the proportion of nonhpublic participants

in the total Title I population (5.5%) was less than would be expected.

Over half (64%) of the districts serving non-public students served them in the

public school, 29% served them in the non-public school, 3% served them in their

homes, 1% used mobile classrooms, and 3% served them in other locations.

Most non-public children were served during normal school hours. Only4% of

the districts serving non-public students reported serving children after

regular school hours or on the weekends.

Although the type of services offered to non-public students during the regular

year were very similar to those offered to public school children, during the

summer the percent of non-publi,c ttudcnts receiving art ormusic, business

education, cultural enrichment, physical education/recreation, and:transporta-

tion was less than the percent of public school students receiving these

services. However,the proportion of non-public students receiving library

services and English-reading in the summer was greater than the proportion of

public students receiving these services.

-

Services to Neglected and Delinquent Students

Approximately 73% of the 1,195 neglected and delinquent children counted for

local school district Title I allocations participated in a Title I project.

All of the neglected and delinquent children who were served participated in

)
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a 'yearlong project; and they all received instructional, rather than supportive,

services.

Staff Training

f

School districts reported that 68% of the regular year teachers and aides and

27% of the summer school teachers and aides received inservice training funded

by Title I. Since only 20% of the teachers and aides working in the summer

programs had also worked in regular year projects, most summer school staff

apparently did not receive any Title I funded inservice training. Approximately'

32.7 hours of inservice training were; offered per participant in the,.regular

year, .and approximately 19.4 hours of inservice training were offered per partici-
,

pant in the summer.

Parent Involvement

In FY 1975, 63% of the Title I school districts reported having both district-

wide and individual school parent advisory councils (PACs). Forty-nine percent

of the voting members of these councils were parents of Title I children. The

next most frequent PAt member was a parent of a child eligible for, but not,

participating in, a Title I program. Local districts reported having an average,

of 5 PAC meetings.per year. Districts that were members'of a cooperative Title

I program also reported attending an 'average of 3 meetings for the cooperative

PAC. The most frequently reported activities of PAC meetings were providing

parents with information on the Title I guidelines /regulations, describing the

operative Title I project, and evaluating the operative TTtle I project.

I ti



School District Evaluation Reports

A review of the narrative evaluation reports submitted by local school districts

indicated several factors which made it difficult to interpret the results re-

ported.

Evaluation of Student Achievement

0,

Limitations

The evaluation of student achievement was found to be limited by inadequate

sample response for.11th-12th grade reading students and 10th- 12th 'grade

mathematics students, lack of consistency in the type of tests used by local

districts, and probable data analysis errors in computing the prior rate of

gain shown.by students and in transforming test scores for the Anchor test

norm-- Districts'use of test levels designed for children in loWer grade

levels,and the administration of tests well before the start of the project

(or long after the end of the'project) also limited the findings reported.

Since the,Anchor norms were Spring norms, the.pre-test placement of 5th-6th.

vade students tested in the Fall may have been lower than'the Anchor scores

would indicate. The inflated pre test scores may have reduced the likelihood

that=students would show marked pre-post test gains in stanine'Placement. I

Reading Achievement

rr

Analysis of the mean difference between 2nd-3rd'and 7th-10th grade reading

Sample students prior and project rate of grade equivalent gain showed the

. project rate of gain to be greater than the prior rate at the .05 signifi-
.

t
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cance level. Since the sample response for grades 11 and 12 was inadequate,

scores from these grades were not analyzed separately. Although 68% of all

Title I sample students in lst-3rd and 7th-12th grade gained .10 or more grade

equivalent per month dur:ing the project period, only second grade students

made sufficient gains to indicate that they,would'be at or close to the ex-

pected grade equivalent score-at.the beginning of the next (FY 1976) school

year. Since the second grade sample students were only slightly behind their

expected grade equivalent scores at the start of the project, they had to

show less gain to reach their expected scores at the begihning of the next

school year. However', since the discrepancy between the estimated and expected

grade placements was reduced more in grades 3 and 7-10 than it was in grade 2,

the Title I reading programs in`these grades''apparently were as effective as

the programs in 2nd grade.

Although the size of enrollment in the 1St-3rd and 7th-12th grade reading

4

sample students' school districts and the number of years of Title I partici-

pation were considered, neither of these factors appeared to be strongly related

to the percentage of students showing expected gains during the project period.

The Anchor test norms, were used to analyze the stanine placement of 4th-6th

gradestudents.' The 4th grade total reading scores showed 82% of the students

scoring at an average or above average.placement (stanines 9-4). Comprehension

scores showed 73%, and vocabulary scores shbwed 89%, to be at or above average

0

placement at the end of the project period.

In grades 5-6, maintenance of the same stanine was set as the criterion for

expected progress. Seventy-five percent of the 5th grade students showed ex-

pected progress in reading comprehension and 83% showed expected progress in

Lc.
0
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vocabulary. Total reading scores were not analyzed for 5th grade due to in-

adequate sample size.

In sixth grade, 60% of the students showed expected progress in vocabulary,

95% showed expected progress in reading comprehension, and 82% showed expected

progress in total reading.

MatheMatics Achievement
O

Analysis of the mean difference between 2nd-8th grad3 mathematics sample

students' prior and project rate-of grade equivalent gain, showed the project

-rate of gain to be greater than the prior rate of gain at the .05 Ognificance

level. Since the sample response for grades 9-12 was too small to adequately

represent the students served, the scores of students In these grades were not

- analyzed separately.

Although 70% of the mathematics sample students made expected or greater than

expected gains during the project period (gaining .10 or more grade equivalent

per month)', only in the cases of 2nd-4th gradb Were these gains sufficient to

indicate that Title 1 children-would be at or close to their expected grade

placement at the beginning of the next (FY 1976) school year. Since the 5th-8th

grade students-were further behind their expected grade placeMent at the start

of the project, the gains which they made were not sufficient to indicate that

they would be close to expected grade placement at the start of the next school

year. However, since the discrepancy between 5th-8th grade students estimated

and exppcted grade placement was reduced as much or more than it was in the

lower grade levels-, Title I mathematics programs were apparently as effective

in the upper grade levels as they were in the lower grade levels.
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INTRODUCTION

Federal educatlpdpionies under Title I.of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act haVe been allocated to Wisconsin School Districts to

fund cOmpensatory education programs since 1965. These programs, planned

by local public school personnel in conjuCtiOn with parent advisory

council members, non - public school personnel, and community representatiiet,

are designed to meet the special educational needs of disadvantaged children.

Title I, ESEA monies are specifically earmarked to meet those educational'.

needs of disadvantaged students which cannot be met through State, local,

or other federal resources. The services provided to children are to be

-above and beyond those normally available to all children in the school

districtond 'should be of sufficient-size,*ope and quality to give

reasonable promise of meeting the

)

priority,needs of identified Title I

children,

Since the rpectatioris for student academic performance vary from schopl

district to school district, it is the local school district's responsibility

to identify a population of educationally disadvantaged children. Those
0 1

,children who fail to meet schobl district standards for academic perfor-
.

mance are classified as being educationally disadvantaged. The school

district then surveys the needs of these 'Phildren, and designs a program

to meet the needs which cannot be met through other State, local, or

federal resources.

2,)



Title I grojects'are planned and evaluated each year. This report

has been prepared to fulfill the state agency's responsibility for

'reporting on the effectiveness of Title I projects. The following

references describe the nature ofjhisjsesponsibility.

ApOlication
ktocaL educational agency may receive a pant under this
title 04 any, gacalyeart. only upon application theAe6pAt
apprtoved-6y.the ap000iato.state educationat agency, upon
Lts determination, ...,

(2) that suc Odscal.contAot and tiund accounting
pAocedurtes will be adopted a6 may be necesseety to waltz
wper disbursement oli, 'and accounting soft, Tedetat liunds
paid .to the State (including auch liundi-iki4 b'y the State
to local educational agencies) andet thi4 title; and_

(3) that the State'educationat agency will moki to
the Commissioner (A) putiodic,Aepokts (inctUding the Adults
46 objective mea4a/cement4 /aqui/Led-iv section 1,41(a) (6);'.

and oCAeseaAch and uptication studies) evaluating the
eliiectivehess 06 payments unde/c,this titteand o . i,tieu-

.lor pAogAams at4i4ted under it in mpAoving tedcational
attainment o4 educationally deoived chitdAen, and (8) such
other reports as may be Aeasonabty necessary .to enablethe
Commissioner to perticoAm his duties undeA this title (includ-
ing such rceponta,a4 heay require to determine the amounts
which the local educational agencies' o6 that State are
etigible to Aeceive OA any 6iscal yeaA), and. assurance
that such agency wilt keep such rcecoid4 and alitioAd such
acee44 thereto a4 the Commi44ioneA may find heee4iaity to
assure the correctness and vetgication oli such reports.

(Pant V GeneAat Provision Section'142(2)(3)

Provision for Measurement of Educational Achievement and
Evaluation ofFrograms

1

Each appLiCation by a State on local edueoliotiat agendy

i on by the Pepa/ctment oli the Inter ioi shall de.sexibe the

NNNN\N

procedures and techniques to be,utitized Lt, making at teadst

.annually' an evaluati.on (76 the eigeCtivene44 oli .its pAdgAam
u ;dc Title I oli the Act in meeting the special education-

eeds cili educationally deprived childrten including
apoo e objective meawtements oli educatipnal achieve-
ment.

The me u/cement oli educational ackc'eventent under such
a program ehaC& inetude,the measuring on eattmating of
educational de ation oli those children who will paAtia-
pate in the pAog and the comparing, at ,Leant annually,

,oi the educational a evement of pcatitipating child/Len
with some objective 4 tdA d on norm. The type oli measure- A.

ment'used by a,tocat edu Nana agency should give particu-
lar /Lewd to the /aqui/cement that the' State educational

'
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agency kepokt .to the Commi44ioneh on the e66eativeneaa c4
the pagkama in that State in imphoving the educationat'
achievement o6 educationally depkived chitdhen.

The evatuation of phoghams and pkojecta ahoutd, con -

a.i With the flat* and extent o6 pakticipation by
chitdhem enhotted in pkivate 4choot6, be extended to such
paAticipation.

Each application 'by a State educational agency -shalt
contain an aaaukance that it &vitt make petiodic kepoat
.to the Connti44ioneh evaluating the e66ectivene64v6,the
040=6 and phoject4 o4'State and tocat educational agencie4,
and the ust by -such eductionat agencia o4 grants orders
Title 1 o4 the Act, in impkoVing the eddeationat attainment
oi, eudeationatty deprived child/ten. Such kepokta shall in-
etude the keautta o6 objective measutement4 o4 educational.
achievement undeh the pkogkama ol6 the aevekat pakticipating
educational agencia with pakticutak ki6ekence .to ptogke4a
made tawakd meeting the special educational nada o4educa-
tionaty deprived chitdken.

4Compited 6kom Fedekat Regiateu Volume 32, Volume 33,.Votume 36,
and Votume 31, 45 Code o6 Fedekat Regulations, Section4 116.22
And 116.31(4))

Reports by State Educational Agencies
la) Afknual Ev -on Report. fFattowing the case

o6 each 6i,iedt- and no latex thari Novembers 15 a the
next 44cat.yeak, the State educationat agency shall 4ubmit
tcythe COmmi44ioneh,a kepakt evaluating the e44eCfivenea
o4 pkogkama and poject4 under. Title I o4 the Actin meet-
ing the apeciat educational, needs o4 pakticipating chil.dken
dulling the 4i6cat yeah, including phogham6 conducted*
that agency 4on mighatohy chitdhen ormignatohy agkicuttukat
wohkeh4 on mighatohy 6iahekmen. 'Owe ht0Oh14,4hatt .include
in6ohmation on 'the types ot-educational and auppoktive Aek-
Viee4 Phovided, parental involvement, the poticipation
o4 public and pkivate school children, k4mbek andeategoge4
o4 4t444 employed, the nature and extni'OUthe imehvitt
thaining provided, a aummakg o4 the ke6°utta=46-objective
meaaukementa o6 changes in the educational attainment o4
educationally depkived chitdhen,who patticipated in phogum6
and phoject6, and the keautta oA keseakch and hepticatioh
-atudiea conducted in the' State, pektaining to pkogkama bon.
educationally deprived chitdhen. In addition to.the,,,State

annual evaluation kepOkt hequihed by thia'pakagkaph, each
State 4hatt submit evaluation hepoht4 4on too Local edam-
tional agenciea, including one 4on a Local educationat
agency whose allocation Oh undo undeh Titte I o the Act

.bon the current 6iacat yeak i4 among the gve highest in
the,State.

(From' Federal Regiatek Volume 40, Numbers 4t, 45 Code o6 Fedekat
RegutationA'Section 116.1)

t
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Most of the information used to prepare this'report was taken from the

annual evaluation reports submitted by local school districts.) Reports

frOM each of the 378 Wisconsin Title I districts were included in the

` analysis.

The reader is invited to contact theWisconsin Title. I office for further

information on the Title I programs described in this report.

4

r

A

O

lA copy of the local district evaluation reporting form is included in the

appendix to this report.

23

6

4
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I. 'DESCRIPTION OF. TITLE I PROGRAMS

,Title I Allocations to Wisconsin School Districts

Although the per pupil cost of education and'thellUmber of low income,

AFDC, neglected, :Jelinquent,andfoster,children have increased-each

year since 1965, the. amount of Title I monies allocated,to Wisconsin

school districts has,fluctuated considerably.1

TABLE 1.

_ #

WISCONSIN TITLE I- ALLOCATIONS' AUTHORIZED FOR

FISCAL YEARS 1966-1976 INCLUSIVE'

FiSal

.
Year Part

,
.

A Grants

.

.

B IncentiVe
Grantsa' "S,Grants°

..

-'-'-'

% Charlie From
Pre

..

cedin. i c 1 'feat"' ,

ran s
Only;

' ran s us -;

C and B Inc.

1966 18,058,203
1967 14,357,585 -20% -20%

1968 - 14,357.585 None None

1969 13.208.978 . -8% ' :4%
1970 15,520.748 w +18% +18%

1971 15,748,581 310,421 76,791 +2% +4%

1972 16,546,374 585.'39* 138766 +5%* +7%

1973 19,402,623 1,699.090, 394,450 -+17% +24%
.

1974 " 18.709,436 1.513,569 347;733 ,-4% ' -.4% .

1975 24.647,752 1,144.005 516.448 +32% +28%

1976. 25,963,621 1,529,140 . +5% +4%

aB Incentive grants were first available in FY
b
C grants were available from 1971 -1975.

c
Difference between present and preceding allocation divided by

preceding allocation.

11 1 See the appendix of..this_Teport for a listing of the children counted

- for FY 1966-1976 Title I allocations.

7
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A total of-$26,285,868 was stballocated to Wisconsin school districts in

fiscal year 1975. Four percent of this money As-received through B jn-

centive°Grants ($1,144,005)., and 2% was through C Grants (S466,448). Most

school districts received grants that were under $50,000.

r

SUBALLOCATIONS TO WISCONSIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Allocation Size A Grants , B Ingentive, C Grants

$1,000,000-5,999,999

$500,000-999,999

.1

4 '',,'

$200,000-499.,999 '7 ' 1

1100,000-199,999 17
-

. 4

550,000-99,999 61 1

,-

Under $50,000

Total

345 118, 61

435 119. 62

Milwaukee was the only school district which received an A Grant over $1-,000,000)

and was also the only school district which received a C Grant over $50,000.

Sheboygan As.the only district to receive a B Incentive Grant greater than

. $50,000.



-f4

Title I School .Districts

///

Eligible and Participating-Districts"

0
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Ninty-eight percent of the 435 school districts in Wisconsin in FY 1975

were eligible to operate a Title I prbject.1 Of these eligible districts,

TABLE 2

TITLE I ELIGIBLE AND PARTICIPATING
. .

WISCONSIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS, FISCAL YEAR 1975

88% used their Title I monies.

Number of Title I

,-1
Percent'of
Eligible

Number Title I 'Districts
School Size Eli ible Districts Pakici atin s ' Participatin

Large (5,000 4.) 29 ,

,

26 A9.7

Medium
(2,00074,959)

,79 '' 72 911:1-

. f

Small
(1,999 or less)

317 280 88.0

TOTALS. 425 378 .88.7%

Most of the eligible distrkii which did not use their Title I monies were

small districts.

0

Figure:1/2ELIGIBLE WISCONSIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS NOT PARTICIPATING
. IN TITLE I BY ENROLLMENT SIZE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Medium'
(15%).

Large

.11

1To be. ellgible.,a district must have at least 10 neglected, delinquent;
foster, or, low incope children. The ten districts which were not eligible
were small districts.
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CooperatOe Projects

To encourage an efficient use of Title I monies by small school districts,

the state educationaljagency has recommended that they form-cooperative

projects:

In FY1975, over half, of the school districts participating in Title I

were %embers of cooperative projects. The number of Wisconsin school dis-

tricts in cooperative projectt'has been increasing since the first year

of Title I. The, greatest period of increase was between 1970 and 1973 --

the years in which CESA based cooperatives became fully operative. In

FY75,all but two of ,,the Title I cooperatives were CESA based.

Figure 2.-- PERCENTAGE OF WISCONSIN TITLE I DISTRICTS'.
IN COOPERATIVE PROJECTS; FISCAL,

YEARS 1968-1975 INCLUSIVE
PERCENT
60

50,

40

,20

10

(10.6) (17.8
(19.0

(29.8

(38.2)

-(51.4) (53.6

(58.4)

L.

1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 , 1974 1975 YEAR

119 CESAs (Cooperative Educational Service' Agencies) were established by
the Wisconsin legislature in 1963. These agencles coordinate the sharing,
of professional staff, purchasing of supplies and equipment, and regional
inserice meetings. District participation in CESA programs is on a

,voluntary basis.

r
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,School districts in these cooperative projects obtained assistance in program

1.

.planning, evaluation,.inservice training and fiscal reporting. Each cooperatiVe

district7allocated up to 10% of its Title I monies to employ a cooperative director

' and staff whQ provided administrative services,

Some of the cooperative projects also jointly implemented a program components.

Youth tutoring youth, early civildhoold education and supportive services were

often implemented this way.

In FY75,cooperative projects ranged in size,from 2 to 38 school district's. The

average size of a cooperative project was 15.8 school districts, and the median

was 19.5 school district

>- 2
1_3

1
CY
Lai

CC

Figure.3.-- SIZE. OF WISCONSIN TITLE I COOPERATIVE
PROJECTS, FISCAL YEAR 1975

(N = 14)

I I I IIIII* II
I. ,

5 "' . 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
,

Member
School

Districts

The average size of the cooperative projects, as well as the number of districts

in cooperatives, has been steadily increasing.

ti
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. NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
IN COOPERATIVE PROJECTS

4

. YEAR RANGE AVERAGE

-1972 2-24 10

1973 2-33 -11

1974w 2-34 13

1975 2-38 15.8

Title Children

.Location

Although most of the school districts which operated a Title I project

were small'districts, most of the children enrolled in Title I projects

Were in the medium or large size districts.

TABLE 3

WISCONSIN TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY ENROLLMENT
CATEGORY AND TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN

ENROLLED, FISCAL YEAR 1975

INROCLMENT CATEGORY
,SCHOOL DISTRICTS

PERCERT
CHILDREN
AMBER

'ENROLLED'

PERCEN INUMBER

Large (5,000 +)

Medium (2,000-4,999)

Small (1,999 or less)

TOTAL

26 6.9 413;844 (45.6)

'72 19.0 219,223 (24.2)

280 (74.1) 273,481 36.2

- 378, 100% 906,548 ,100%

Percentage of Target Area Residents Participating in Title I

A count of the children residing in Title I target areasl showed 39% of

1A Title I.target area is defined as a public school attendance area
having a concentration of low-ihcome families, equal to,or greater than,

that for the school district as a whole.
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the public school children enrolled in Title I'districts and 31% of the

non-p ublic school children residing in Title I school districts resided

in such areas. Assuming that the percentage of children residing in

these areas remained stable from FY74 to,FY75, it can be estimated that

approximately 355,367 public and 50,716 non-Public' school.children/.te-

sided,in Title I target areas.durifig FY 1975,

Figure 4.-- ESTIMATED NUMBER OF'CHILDREN RESIDING IN TITLE I
TARGET AREAS, FISCAL YEAR 1975

(N = 406,083)

Non-Public

(.12%)

ly "educationally deprived" children residing in Title I target areas

eligible to.participate in a Title'! program. Since the definition

Ofeducational deprivation is determined by each school district in

accordance with local expectations for student performance, and since the

Corot of educationally deprived children residing'in Title I target areas

(wb ch school districts report in their needs astessments) otily. includes

th grade levels which districts anticipated serving in their Title I project,

'',the number of children. who are eligible to participate in Wisconsin Title

I p ogrart4 is not known,

\

It s obvious, however, that few of the children who reside, in Title I

tar et areas participated in a Title I project during FY 1975.

i

A
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TABLE.4

TITLE I TARGET AREA. RESIDENTS AND PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
IN WISCONSIN, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Target Area
Residents

Title I Program
Participants

t Public Non-Public Public Non-Public

355,367 50,716 50,217 2,920

Percentage of All Wisconsin School Children Participating in Title I

When the number of Title, I participants is compared to the total,number

of children enrolled in all Wisconsin schools,it,is seen that Title Ie
services have beenOffered to less than 10% of Wisconsin school children

each.year. However, the gradual declinerin the percent Of,Wisconsin

school children participating in Title I projects wasn't seen'in FY 1975.

.

For the first time since 1967 the percelit of children participating in

Title I was greater than it was'in the previous year:

Figure'5.---PERCENTAGE OF WISCONSIN SCHOOL CHILDREN PARTICIPATING
IN TITLE I, FISCAL YEARS 1966-1975 INCLUSIVE

III% Public

% Non-Public

Percent
10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

9.1

7.2
Percent of all children

5.2

974 1975 YEAR
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Grade Level and Time of Title I Participation

Most fiscal year 1975 Title I students were in pre-school or the early

elementary grades..'

Figure .6.- WISCONSIN TITLE I PARTICIPANTS BY GRADE
LEVEL GROUPINGS, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Pre-k-K - 27.8%

9th -12th

Plus Other

lst-4th Grade

,

Pre-k-K

1=4 : 58.6%

5-8 - 11.1%"

9-12th plus other-
2.5%

The state educational agency Title I staff has encouraged Wisconsin school

districts to use their Title I monies in the pre-School and early elementary

grades so that prevention rather than remed4tien of educational deprivation

would be emphasized. Inlight of this, it is not surprising that the percentage

v of pre-school and early elementary Title I participants has shown a. rather,;,

dramatic increase over the last jeveral years. However, a slight decrease (1%)

in the precentage of pre-school and early elementary partiCipants was seen

betweeh fiscal years 1974 and 1975.

TABLE 5

PRE-SCHOOL THROUGH FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS AS PERCENTAGE
OF ALL TITLE I PARTICIPANTS, FISCAL YEARS

1968-1975 INCLUSIVE
1.1rar

Fiscal Year
TT"

Percent Fiscal Year Percent

1968 47% 1972 75%.

1969 57% 1973 80%

1970 65% 1974 87%

1971 75% 1975 86%

g



It may be that the additional Title 1 monies available to local school dis-

tricts enabled them to expand their services to the latter and middle elemen-

tary students)

Another factor which would support increased services to older students.is the.

influence of Chapter 90 of the 1973 Wisconsin Statuates which established

standards for loCal school districts. Specifically item d of this legislation

required that "provision shall be made for remeslial readinl services for ).

under - achieving students in grades kinddrgarten'through grade 3."' To be

eligible for state aids, school districts had to meet at least one-third of

the 13 standards by July 1 of 1973and two-thirds of the standards by July 1

ofs1978. Thut districts which electeCtolieet item d of the 13 standards may

have changed the emphasis of their. Title I program to avoid offering any

services which could be interpreted as supplanting those required under

Wisconsin Statute's.

Time of Project Participation

More than three-fourths of the students participating in fiscal year 1975

projects only took part in a regular year project. Approximately 12% were

served for the entire year, and another 12% were only served in the summer

months:-

Although the number of students who only participated in a summer school

project was comparable to the number of yearlong students, the number of

school districts that only offered a summer project was far less than the

number that offered a yearlong project. 'The six school districts which

1The FY75 Part A Grant allocation to school districts was $5,938,296.00
(32%) greater than the FY74 allocatiOn.
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only operated a summer school project served a syrprisingly lirge number of

students.

7

TABLE 6

NUMBEVANDPERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND
TITLE FCHILDREN BY TIME'OF PROJECT

ATTENDANCE, FISCAL YEAR,1975.

Time of Project School Districts Title I Children

Number ,Percent Number' Percent

Regular Year Only 236 (62) 40,388

Summer Only 6 1 2) 6,108 (12)

Yearlong 136 (36) ,; ( 6,641

Total 378 (100%) 53,137 (100%)

Only slightly over half of the summer school students had also participated

in a regular.year project. The percentage of summer school students who hid

also participated in.a regular year project showed a slight increase between

fiscal years 1974 and 1975:1

Figure 1.--PERCENTAGE OF SUMMER SCHOOL STUDENTS CONTINUING
FROM A REGULAR YEAR PROJECT; FISCAL =

YEARS 1969-1975 INCLUSIVE

Percent
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0

:!..,:)
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:e.- (35.7)..... -
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"/.....N.-.r".... ...%.'.-.%.:.::. ..';:::::
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-/N.T. ...4:`.....,^!...

.....^.. 112.1:SZ-.0'1..
""......
/^....
-......,S%%."

69

ri
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(45.8)
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(41 3)
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Fiscal Year
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Most Title 1 school districts reported serving less than 300 public school

and less than 50 non=public school children during, the regular school year.

During the summer, most districts indiCated serving lels than 100 public and

less than 50. non-public,sthool children. Of the districts .ported

serving children all-year,4a majority-reported.serving less than 50 public

or non-public school children. All school districts reported serving smaller

numbers;of,non-public than public school children.

Although most of the cooperative and independent school distritts served

equivalent numbers of regular year,\ summer, and yearlong students, a few of

the independent 'school districts did report sep44ng more than -300 pOlic

1

school regular year, summer, or yearlong students. Howevera001 of the

cooperative school districts reported serving more than 300 public school'

children during the regular year and none indicated serving more than 300

summer or yearlong students.

4

6

1 The,term "independent school districts" is used in reference to,the school

districts which did not participate in a cooperative project.
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TABLE./

PERCENTAGE OF COOPERATIVE AND INDEPENDENT SCHOOL
DISTRICTS BY TYPE AND NUMBER'OF CHILDREN

SERVED, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Type of
Children Served 1,-48

Numbor cif ChildronSorwed

50-99, [ 100-299 300-699 700-999 1,000+
Total

% No.a

Cooperative ProjeCt bistricts

Regular Year
40' 39 21 <1 --

.

-

.

:100%

,

219Public
Non-Publid 100 - =.- - - - 100% 46

Summer
57

,.

33

.

10 , - - - 100% 81Public
' Non-Public 95 5 -

,

- - 100% 19

Yearlong 'i.

85 13 2 - 100% 61Public
,

- -

Non-Public 100 - - - - -- 100% 5

Single District` Project School Districts

Regular Year
2 3r '16 .4 -1 100%

______

154Public
Non-Public 96 3' - 1 - - 100% 70

Summer
--F5Flic 41 25 '- 28 5

,,

100% 64

Non-Public 93 5 2 ..--- - - 100% 41

Yearlong
61

,

14 21 2 2 100% 57Public
Non-Public . 93 L3 - - - 100% 29

aNumber of cases reported.
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,
TABLE 8

WISCONSIOLTLE,1 PARTICIPANTS BY GRADE LEVEL AND
TIME OF PARTICIPATION; FISCAL YEAR 1975

Grade
Level'

Regular Year
Onl

Sumner

*.00.,1 , Yearlon

Unduplicated
Total Percent

, 604' 1 928 6 6 298 1 9

K 6 503' 775 1 173 , 8 451 15.9

41111111111M411111111111UPAIIIIIIIIALF1111
IMENZIMIIIIIRMail

6 2

1 22

1 06

IIMILSIAIIME .

An
8 171 15 4

4 079 4:8 IIIIMIEVIIMIIIIIMMIIIMI
5 1 910 355 11111111filMNINIMMEM 4' 8

6 1.471 216 79 3'5

736 109 22 :67 1 6

5:6 "68 . 7 66 1

49 64 17 77 1 1

0 4 . . 5 57 0 7

11 2 22 5 0

12 39 3 4 56 0 1

57 82 146 0 3

. .1 40 388 6 6 64 100

Pe 11 7. 0 12 5% 0
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AEthnic Group Membership of Title I'Parficipants '

i
,

1

Information on the ethnic group membership of Title I children was obtain'ed t

by tabulating the estimated number of Title I participants reported in

school district, FY75 Applications for Grant. Four school districts

which operated a project in FY74,but 'not in"FY75,were also included in

this analysis. This tabulation showed the percentage of Black, Spanish
.

.

Surname, and American Indian Title I children to exceed the respective

percentages of these children enrolled inllisconsin's public schools.

TABLE 9

PERCENTAGE-OF WISCONSIN PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT AND PERCENTAGE OF
TITLE I YA,RTICIPANTS BY ETHNIC CATEGORY, FISCAL'YEAR 1975

Ethnic Category

.....,

Wisconsin'Publie
School Children

Title I
Participants (Est.)

White
4

92.9 75.2

American Indian 0.8 2.7

Black 4.8 16,6

Asian American 0.3. 0.2

Spanish Surname
,

.

1.2
t

5.0

Other 0:3

Total
\

100%
,

100%

ty3
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Special Needs of Title I Participants.

I

In addition to achieving' below expected performance levelsiMany of the Title

I participants in FY 19,75 exhibited special social-emotional, economic, or=

physical needs. Over 900 of the FY-1975 Title I participants were physically

or mentally handicapped,,approximately 1,000 were expected to be school drop-

outs, 868'were residirr, in an institution for neglected and delinquent children,

./
and 305 were participating in the state funded compensatory edugation program

for educationally deprived children with economic and socpl<eeds. 1

It should be noted that the number of handicapperTitle I children showed a

dramatic decrease in fiscal year 1975. Although school,district FY 1975

Applications for Grant indicated that over 3,000 handicapped children would be

. served in FY 1975 projects., the district final evaluation reports only shoWed

services being provided for 939 handicapped children. The introduction of

state mandated services for handicapped children apparently was responsible

2 -'

for this change.

lOata on
tions whereas
repFrts.

2Chapter

the number of dropouts was taken from .the FY 1975 Grant Applica-

the other infortiation was taken from endoftheyear evaluatior

116 Wisconsin Statutei.

a

a
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Title I Staff, and Volunteers

Salaried Staff
tt 5

App;.oximately 8SX of the salaried Title L staff in fiscal year 1975 projects

were teachers and teacher aides. Suppor'tilie and administrative staff made up

the remainder of the 4977 salaried employees)

1

figure'8 .--TITLE I SALARIED STAFF BY
EMPLOYMENT CLASSIFICATION

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Teachers

Supervisory
. .12./..-_/_.

I 1

Administrative 1,1,,,,-- 1 1

A

Supportive

,_

Staff
cl.

TeaChers 42.13%

Teacher Aides'- 3E3%
.

ii 1 1 1

III,

il 1 i 1 1

I i 1

I 1 11

Illy
i

//11/1
Teacher
AtdeS

,

Ad=sitt;Nve

Other

,Supportive Staff 10.7%

1The following classifications were included in the supportive stiff
category; dentists, dental hygiensts, nurses, physicians, social workers,
attendance workers, home visitors, librarians and library aides, counselors,
psychologists, psychometricians, sdpervisors, and speech therapists.

47. I
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Teachers and teacher aides have consistently represented the largest pro-

portion of Title I salaried staff. In fiscal year 1995, the proportion of

salaried staff represented by teacher aides was at its highest point since

the statistic was first calculated.

TABLE 10

TEACHERS AND TEACHER AIDES AS PERCENTAGE

OF TOTAL SALARIED STAFF,.FISCAL
YEAR 1969-1975 INCLUSIVE

Fiscal Year Teachers Aides Total

1969 42.2 17.7 59.9%

1970 46.0 23.0 69,0%

1971 43.6 26.8 zma
1973 41.2 29.4 30.6%

66.3%1973 36.6 29.7

1974 38.9 25%2 64.1%

1975 42.8 (36.7) 79.5%

1
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Volunteers

In addition to the salaried staff just described, Title I children also re-

ceived special assistance from almost 2;000 volunteer Title.I staff. In

fiscal year 1975,volunteers represented 27 percent of all Title I staff.

TABLE 12

VOLUNTEERS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL
TITLE STAFF, FISCAL YEARS

1969-1975

Fiscal

Year

Volunteer Stiff

Number Percent of All Staff

1969 _ 678
9170

-1971

Nbt Reported
I 459 36.4

1273 2_69,1 33.0
1974 1,474 -. 23.4

_1975 1.838 27,0
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Activities and Services Offered to Children

AlthOugh many Title I programs' included supportive as well as instructional

services, supportive services claimed less than fifteen percent of the summer

school or regular school year Title I dollar.

Regular

Year
Projects

Summer
Projects

Figure 9.--PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I EXPENDITURES FOR
INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORTIVE
SERVICES, FISCALITAR 1975

Percent
10 20 30 40 50,' 60 70 80 90 100

13%
87%

12%
88%

11 Supportive

Instructional

Instructional Activities

As it has been in the past, English-reading was the most popular instructional

area included in regular year or summer school programs. Mathematics, pre-school,

and kindergarten programs were the next most frequently offered services. Jointly

these four activities accounted for 81% of the monies spent on instructional

activities during the regular year, and for 68% of the monies spent on instruc-

tional activities during the summer. There were only four other instructional

activities that were offered by 10% or more of the Title I school districts.

These activities included psychomotor skill instruction and youth tutoring

youth during the regular year, and cultural enrichment and English language arts

during the regular year and summer. These activities accounted for 13% of the

regular school year and 12% of the summer school instructional expenditures.

4 i
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TABLE 13

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES OFFERED BY AT LEAST TEN
PERCENT OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS,

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Regular Year Summer
service [Percent Service f Percent

Services Offered By 50% Or More Of The DiStricts

English-Reading 87% English-Reading 61%

Kindergarten - 53% Pre-Kindergarten 60%

Services Offered By 30-49% Of The Districts

Mathematics 46% Mathematics 37%'

Pre-kindergarten 31% Kindergarten 44%

Services Offered By 10-29% Of The Districts

Psychomotor Skills 20% Cultural Enrichment 22%

Cultural Enrichment 19% En.. Othek. Lan.. Arts 11%

Eng. Other Lang. Arts 15%

Youth Tutoring -Youth 14%

Figure 10--EXPENDFURES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Regular Year Projects
$16,626,121.20

---------

Supportive Services

Summer Projects
$1,606,696.80

All Other

\\\\ 32%
k

,

k.

The only supportive services that were offered by more than 10% of the Title I

school districts were psychological services and staff inservice during the

:13
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regular school year, and transportation and staff inservice during the summer.

These activities accounted for 26% of the regular year and 60% of the summer

school supportive service expenditures. During the regular school yer, suppor-

tive service expenditures were clustered in a small number of school districts.

Thus,althOugh almost twice as many districts offered psychological services as

offered guidance counseling, the total expenditures for guidance counseling

were almost twice as much as the expenditures for psychological services. A

similar inbalance ocurred in the comparison of psychological services and

social work. Although the total expenditures for social work were compar'able
_.

to those for psychological services, almost four times as many districts

offered psychological services.

The most noteable characteristic of the summer school supportive service ex-

penditures was the large proportion' of monies devoted to transportation.

Transportation only took 10% of the supportive service expenditures during the

regular year, but during the summer 46% of the supportive service expenditures

went for transportation.

TABLE 14

PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS OFFERING EACH SUPPORTIVE SERVICE
IN COMPARISON TO THE PERCENTAGE OF SUPPORTIVE SERVICE

EXPENDITURES ACCOUNTED FOR BY EACH PHASE
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Supportive Service
Category

Regular Year Summer
Percent
Districts

Percent -

Expenditures'

Percent
Districts

Percent
Expenditures

Attendance 2% , 1% 2% li

Clothing < 1% 5% -

Food 2% < 1% 6% 2%

Guidance Counseling 7% 25% 4% , 5%

Health-Dental 4% 1% <1% <1%

Health-Physical 9% 5% 2% 1%

Library 2% 1% 4% 2%

Psychological Services 11% 13% 6% 6%

Social Work 3% 13% 4% 8%

Speech Thera. 2% 2% 5% 2%

:)
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TABLE 14--Continued

.

Supportive Service
Category

Regular Year Summer
Percent
Districts

Percent
Expenditures

Percent

Districts

Percent
Expenditures

Transportation 10% 3% 43% 46%

Services for ifandicapped -=1% __ 4% - -

Other Expenditures a 30% 14% 18% 13% .

Staff Inservice 68% 13% 16% 14%

Figure 11.--EXPENDITURES FOR SUPPORfiVESERVICES
Fiscal Year 1975

Regular Year Projects
$2,565,296.60

Pupil Servicesa

Othe

Speixcial

Education

Staff
Inservice

Other

Health/
Welfare

Transportation

Summer Projects
$225,237.20

Pupil

Servicesa

Health/Welfare
7%

\ \ \ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
\ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ \

/-\ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
/ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

\ \ / \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\/_. \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
- \ \ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

111111

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Special
Education

Transportation

Staff Inservice

aPupil services includes attendance, chological services, social work,

guidance and library services.

bThis category includes miscellaneous supportive services plus administra-
tive expenditures which couldn't be prorated to the other instructional or

supportive service categories.

4
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Expenditure's by Standard Accounting Categories

Although the fiscal year 1974 expenditui-e report was not available at the time

of writing this report, analysis of the reports submitted for FY 1967 to FY 1973

1

indicates that instructional salaries were the largest expenditure item.

Figure 12.:LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS USE OF TITLE I DOLLAR
WISCONSIN

FAQIUTIEs
5 .112 %

(OPERATION AND

MAINTENANCE OF PLANT,

REMODELING/CONSTRUCTION,

EQUIPNENT) 3 IJA

TEACHING SLPPLIS AND ALL OyER
MENSES FOR INSTRUCTION 0

SUPPORT SERVICES

(ATTENDANCE, HEALTH, FOOD, COMMUNITY AND STUDENT

Bap, ACTIVITIES) 9%

1
Analysis is based on USOE form 43.19. Expenditures include disburse-

ments and unliquidated obligations for local school districts only.

4 8
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It. EVALUATION OF PROGRAM OPERATION

Needs Assessment and Target Area Selection

"That payment4 under thi4 titte witt be used OA the excess costs
06 phogharn6 and pkojects,..., which au deskgned to meet the speciat
educational needs educationatty depnived chitchen in 4choot at-
tendance areas having high concentnations o6 chitdken likom tow-come

Target Area Selection

The selection of eligible schools for Title I projects during FY75 resulted

\lp 91% of the eligible elementary schools, 18% of the eligible junior high

sch,ols, and 9% of the senior high schools being targeted for Title I funds. .

A total of 91S Jementary, 43 junior high, and 28 senior high schools partici-

pated in Title I.

Needs Assessment Procedures

In February and March of 1974,school districts assessed the needs of the public

and non-public school children residing in 'these eligible target areas. A

summary of each district's needs assessment was forwarded to the state educa-

tional agency for review.
2

lElementary and Secondary Education-Act-Title I as amended by PL 93-380
Part D General Provisions, Section 141(a)(1).

2
A copy of the needs assessment form which local districts used in re-

porting to the state educational agency is enclosed in the appendix of this
report.:

k-

.i.

5
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Relationship, of Needs Assessment to Program Design

To determine if the project,services subsequently offered were based on the

identified needs of the.educationally deprived children in these.districts,

needs assessment and program evaluation reports were compared fort39 randomly

selected sample districts. An equal proportion of districts was taken from

large, medium, and small enrollment strata.' Although this was only a 10%

sample of Title I districts, the sample districts served 37% of the children

enrolled in Title I districts during fiscal year 1975.

Stnce the amount of Title I funds available is a large factor in determining

the proportion of children in need being served, it wasn't expected that all

identified children would be served; however, it was expected that the overall

pattern of identified needs would match the pattern of project services offered.

It was also expected that the differences in the resources available in_the

',large, medium, and smaller school districts would be reflected in their needs

assessment reports.

The needs assessment_r2ports from the large school districts showed that almost

all of the districts assessed student need for instruction in reading and math- .\

ematics; approximately half assessed student needs,for instruction in psycho-
,

motor skills, social work, guidance or psychological services; and almost none

assessed students' need for health services. The assessment reports submitted

by medium and smaller size school districts showed a greater emphasis on aStess-

ment of students' health needs.

karge districts were those enrolling 5,000 or more students, medium and
small districts enrolled 2,000-4,999 and 1,999 -'or less students respectively.
Milwaukee was deliberately included since it is the only Wisconsin school
district enrolling more than 40,000 students.

52
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TABLE 17

SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICiS. ASSESSING STUDENT NEEDS PER CATEGORY
FISCAL YEAR 1975 '

Assessment Category
Large Districts

(N = 13)

Medium Districts
(N = 13)

Small Districts
(ti = 13)

Total

Number .Percent

Reading 12 13 13 38 (97%)

Mathematics 11 . 11 13 35 . (90%)

Psychomotor 5 9 . -6 20 (51%)

Social-Emotional . 8 6 9 23 (59%)

Health 1 i 4" 7 12 (31%)

The.number of children reported in need of service. in each service category

was then compared to the number of children receiving Title I funded services.

'TABLE 18

NUMBER ()RUMPLE DISTRICT STUDENTS IN NECD OF SERVICE COMPARED TO
NUMBER RECEIVING SERVICE PER CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR. 1975

Service Category

Number of Students
Identified In

Need of-Service'

Number of Students
Receiving.
Service

,

Percent of Needy
Students Served

Reading 18,365 10,105 ( 55%)

Math 17,274 6,711 ( 39%)

Psychomotor 992 1,387 ( >100%)

Social , 4,593 2,149 ( 47%)

Health 652 17' ( 3%)

Except for the psychomotor service area the number of students served was far

less than the number who had been identified as being in need of service in the

. needs assessment reports. The discrepancy was most severe in the health cate-

gory where less than 3% received services. Although the number of children re-

ported in need of mathematics services was only 6% less than the number identi_

lied in need of reading'services, the number of children receiving mathematics

1The psychomotor category data shows the number of children who were served
to be almost 40% greater than the number of children who were identified as
having a need for instruction in this area. This is most likely explained by
the omission of pre:school children from the needs assessment. Since the needs

- assessment was done in the Spring most districts were not able to assess the
needs of pre-school children. .



services was 40% less than the number receiving'readino instruction. The

findings regarding mathematics instruction agree with other national surveys

in this area.

"According .to the needy azzezzment data whicch were avaitabte in the

State Tit& 7 Annuat Evatuation Repo/az, 'Leading, Language atid, and

mathematicz zhoutd be Aeceiving neahta equal ptiokity Z ztudentz'

nitica needs are to be met. However, ad was pointed oust in Wang°,

,et. at. 09,72) a zuApkizirgta zmatt p/topoktion oCTitte I undo site

devoted to mathematicz according. to the avaitabte data)

The analysis also showed'the percent of needy non-public children receiving

,services to be less than the percent of needy public children receiving services

in all of the categoriei.

Wargo, M. O. and others, as cited in, Mona N. Camel and others, State

Title I Reports: Peview and Analysis of Past Reports, and Development of A

Model Reporting System and Format, Mountain View, California, RMC Research

Corporation, Octdber 1975 (Report No. UR-294) page 83.
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Figure 13.--PERCENTAGE OF NEEDY CHILDREN TN SAMPLE DISTRICTS
RECEIVING TITLE I SERVICES

=FISCAL YEAR 1975
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To determine if the pattern of services offered matched the incidence of student

need, project services were rank ordered based on the number of children reported

in need of the service and then on the number of children who received Title I

services per need category. Participants in the social - emotional service cate-

gory were estimated from number of children receiving social work, guidance

and/or psychological services.
1

TABLE 19

RANKING OF STUDENT NEEDS AND PROJECT
SERVICES IN SAMPLE DISTRICTS

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Category
Needs of Children Services to Children
Public Non-Public Public Non-Public

Reading 1 1 1 1

Math 2 2 2 2

Health 5 5 5 5

Social 3 3 3 3

Psychomotor

The perfect, agreement in the rankings indicated that project services were based

on student need identification. The analysis of public and non-public student

needs also indicates that the needs of the non-public children did not differ

significantly'from those of public children.
2

1Since district evaluation reports did not give an unduplicated count of
the students served in these areas, the highest participant count for any one
of the categories was used to estimate the number of students served. This

approach may have underestimated the number of students served if the students
receiving social work were different from those receiving guidance counseling
or psychological services.

2
This of course applies to the statewide pattern. Exceptions to this may

occur within local districts.



48

Size and Scope of Programs

"That paymentz unde4 -thin titte mitt be uzcd 60,E the excezz cortz 06
p4ogumz and pkoject6... which are zulgicient zize, scope and
quatity to give keazonabte pkomize o6 zubztantiat p4ogke44 towaltd
mee::_ng the special educationat needz o6 (educationatty dep&ived chi td-
ten in Achoot diztAictz having high concentkationz o chitchen {nom tow
income 6amitiezl."

"Fedehat (,undo made avaiiabte under thAz titte wite be zo need ('L) az

to zupptement and, to the extent oacticat, inckeaze the tevet o6 6undz
that woutd, in the absence o6 such Fedekat 6undz, be made avaitabte
(nom non-Fedekat zouAcez 604 the education o pupitz paAticipating in
pkogItam and pkoject4 azZizted unde4 thiz title and lii) in no caze,
az to zupptant such undo likom non-FedeAat zoukcez."

Although statistical data does not reflect the quality of the instruction offered

to children, it can help describe the size and scope of services. Information

on the size and scope of Title I services is also needed to interpret the out-

come data on student achievement. Thus if Wisconsin Title I projects typically

offered only a small amount of instruction to children, it would not be reason-

able to expect much change in their rate of achievement.

Amount of Service Provided Per Pupil

Table 20 presents an estimate of the hours of instruction provided per week for

2

each of the instructional and supportive services included in Wisconsin's 1975

Title I projects. These estimates were obtained by dividing the total number

1 Elementary and Secondary Education ActTitle I as amended by PL 93-380
Part b General Provisions, Sections 141(a)1(B) and (a)3(8).

2A similar point was made in a review of the findings contained in the
Title I Tempo study of 1965-67, "The study found only slight evidence that
the program enhanced achievement on average, and some clear instances where
the children receiving services had actually fallen further behind. However
we would note that the study reviewed a strikingly unrepresentative sample
of projects ln the intial stages of Title I's implementation...(and) we know
that funds under this national Title I program were, on the average, spread
very thinly among many students and that the average child received no more
than one or two hours per month assistance in reading." U.S. Department of
Health Education and Welfare,,"The Effectiveness of Compensatory Education:
Summary and Review of the Fvidenrel" (pages 8-9)

5 I



49

of hours of service per pupil by 34.8 - the average number of weeks the regular

year Title I programs operated,or by 5.5-the average number of weeks the summer

projects operated.

TABLE 20

HOURS OF SERVICE PROVIDED PER SERVICE AREA
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Total Hours
Per Pupil

Service Area I Regular (Summer

Instructional Services

Estimated Hours
Per Week

Regular' Summer

Art or Music 58.4 33.5 1.7 6.1

Business Education - 18.0 - 3.2
Cultural Enrichment 60.6 36.6 1.7 6.6
English Reading 88.3 47.1 2.5 8.6
English Speech 51.0 41.5 1.5 7.5

English-Other Lang. Arts 62.2 42.2 1.8 7.7

English as'a 2nd Lang. 101.2 90.0 2.9 16.4

Home Economics - 122.0, - 22.2
Youth Tutoring Youth 67.5 75.2 1.9 13.7

Mathematics 72.8 35.8 2.1 6.5

Psychomotor Skills 45.7 22.9 1.1 4.2
Phy. Education/Recreation 32.7 38,1 0.9 6.9
Natural Science 47.0 52.0 1.4 9.5
Social Science 64.6 16.3 1.9 3.0

Vocational Education 54.0 78.0 1.6 14.2

Spec. Act, for Handicapped 132.5 - 3.8 -

Pre-Kindergarten 95.4 49.4 2.7 9.0
Kindergarten 90.6 - 57.0 2.6 10.4

Other Instruction , 118.8 32,2 3.4 5.9

SuppOrtive Services

Attendance 41.9 17.0 1.2 3.1

Guidance Counseling 35.6 23.4 1.0 4.2

Health-Dental 19.3 1.5 0.5 41.0
Health-Physical 21.6 14.5 0,6 2.6

Library Services. 63.2 61.3 1.8 11.1

Psychological Services 21.2 25,5 0.6 4.6

Social Work 3P,7 16.3 1.1 3,0

Speech Therapy 38.7 27,5 1.1 5.0

Services for Handicapped 21.0 - 0.6 -

Children clearly spent a greater proportion of time in instructional activities

than they spent in supportive service activities. English as a 2nd language

;)
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and special instruction for handicapped children offered the greatest hours

of service per week during the regular year, whereas home economics and English

as a 2nd language showed the greatest hours of service per week in the summer.

With the exceptions of home economics, youth tutoring, English as a 2nd language,

physical education, and vocational education, summer school students apparently

received approximately three times as many hours of instruction per week as reg-

ular year students received.'

The supportive services of library services,,attenhnce, social Work,.and speech

therapy offered,the greatest hours of service per week during the regular year.

Since summer projects placed more emphasis on guidance counseling and psycholo-

gical services than regular year projects did, these services plus speech therapy

and library services showed the greatest hours of service per week during the

summer.

Because Title I projects must supplement the services provided by a school

district, it is not surprising that few hours of Title I service were provided

per week for any of the instructional or supportive service areas listed. The

instructional activities which most local district programs offered,(reading,

mathematics, and early childhood education), indicate that the typical Title

I elementary school child received approximately 2 1/2 hours of additional in-

struction per week during the regular year and/or 8 1/2 hours of service per

week during the summer. A student who was also scheduled for psychological'

services (the most popular supportive service) would have received approximately

1/2 more hour of service per week during the regular year, and/or 4 1/2 more

hours of service per week during the summer.

1 In the services excluded from the statement, summer school students re-
ceived more than 3 times. as many hours of instruction.
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Since the scope of services provided to a child would be increased if he or

she were scheduled for several Title I activities,the likelihood of a child

receiving multiple Title I services must also be considered.

Although the number of different services offered per child was not tabulated

directly, it can be estimated by studying the proportion of children receiving

each service.
1

Table 21 indicates that the "typical" Title I elementary school

child received English-reading and/or mathematics and that the "typical" pre--

school or kindergarten child only took part in a pre-school or kindergarten

program. Thus the typical pre-school or kindergarten child probably received

3 hours of Title I service each week during the regular year and/or 9 1/2 hours

each week during the'summer. The typical elementary Title I child probably

received 2 1/2 hours of Title I service per week during the regular year and/or

8 1/2 hours each week during the summer.

1
Thus if less than 10% of the children received art, it is unlikely that

many children would have received art in addition to another service.

6)
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TABLE 21

PERCENT OF TITLE I CHILDREN RECEIVING INSTRUCTIONAL AND
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Service Area,
Children Serveda

Regular Year Summer

Instructional Services

Art or Music 0.5% 13.4%

Business Education 0.1% 8.1%

Cultural Enrichment 12.9% 18.9%

English-Reading 61.0% 48.7%

English-Speech 2.6% 0.4%

English-Other Lang. Arts 12.3% 11.4%

English as a 2nd Lan9.
-Tome

0.6% 0.4%
Economics - 0.6%

Youth Tutoring Youth 5.2% 1.1%

Mathematics 26.6%. 31.6%

Psychomotor Skills' 5.3% 6.2%

Phy. Ed./Recreation 0.7% 13.6%

Natural Science 0.8% 0.3%

Social Science 0.9% 0.3%

Vocational Ed. 0.1% 0.4%

Special Activities/Hand. 40.1% -

Pre- Kindergarten 9.3% 19.8%

Kindergarten, 12.8% 11.9%

Other Instruction 3.1% 4.0%

Supportive Services

Attendance 1.8% 0.8%

Clothing 2.6% -

Food 1.2% 6.7%

Guidance Counseling - 6.7% 2.5%

Health-Dental 1.9% 1.4%

Health-Physical 4.7% 1.8%

Library Services 2.2% 7.2%

Psychological Services 5.3% , 4.4%

Social Work 3.3% 3.0%
.Speech Therapy 1.2% 2.0%

Transportation , .;, 2.5% 20.2%

Services for Hand. 0.1% -

apercentages are based on 47,029 TitleI regular year
participants and 12,749 summer school participants.



53

The number of services offered per district must be interpreted in light of

the size of Title I allocations and the supplanting guideline. Districts with

allocations less than $12,000 (17% of the FY75 Title I projects) would be hard

pressed to provide a variety of Title I services. The supplanting guideline

,also restricts the number of services which can be provided with Title I funds.

Since Wisconsin law requires that ,districts provide certain supportive services,

provision of these services through Title I funds can only be allowed if it is

shown that they will be in addition to the state or locally funded service.

Since this may create administratively unfeasible situations (such as a child

being served by a school, and a Title I funded, nurse or guidance counselor),

it is not surprising that the percent of districts offering supportive services

has declined over the last several years.
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TABLE 22

PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICTS OR PROJECTS OFFERING SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

FISCAL YEARS1968-1974 AND 1974-1975

Supportive Service
% Change
FY68 - 74'

% Changes
FY74 - 75

Attendance . -4.4% -0.2%

Clothing -1.4% -1.0%

Food -22.8% =0.7%

Guidance -22.0% -1.3%

Health-Dentafa -14.4% 44'.. +1.0%

Health-Medical _ -29.9% :"."'" -0.7%

Library Services -17.7% ' -1.2%

Psychological Services +21.7% -12.7%

Sotial Work -10.3% -2.6%

Speech Therapy -10.1% -10.1%

Transportation -14.2% +0.3%

Supportive Services for Handicapped -5.6% 40.9%

aReflects percentage change from fiscal year 149 to 1974.

bPercentages are based on the number of districts offering services
during the regular year.

Pupil Teacher Ratios

The size and scope of services offered to children is also reflected in the

pupil teacher ratios within each of the service areas. , Thus if children re-

ceive 5 hours of service each week,.but there is oncly one Title I teacher for

60 students, the extensiveness of the service would be less than that avail-

able through a pupil-teacher ratio of 1-15. Table 23 presents the pupil-teacher

and pupil-staff ratios for each of the instructional areas.

G3



55

TABLE 23

PUPIL-TEACHER AND PUPIL-STAFF RATIOS BY INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITY
AND PROJECT TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Instructional Activity
Pupil-Teacher Ratio Pupil-Staff Ratio

Re.ular Yr. Summer Re.ular Yr. Sumer

Art or Music , 1-32- - 1-55 1-25 1-34

Business Education, - 1-86- - 1-51

Cultural Enrichment 1-40 1-13 1-14 -1-7

English-Reading 1-40 1-17 1-16 1-9

Enclish-Speech 1-67 1-15 1-15 1,5

En,.-Other Lang. Arts ?oiA* , 1-39 1-18 1-14 1-8

English as a 2nd Lang. 1-38 1-17 1-11 1-9

Home Economics ,- 1-15 , - 1-6

Youth Tutoring Youth' 1-41a- 1-72a 1-7 1-5 ______

Mathematics 1-37 1-18 1-15 1 -10

Psychomotor Skills 1-21 1-15 1-10 1-9

Physical Ed./Recreation 1-21 .1-56 1,1i___ 1-26

Natural Science .1-26 1-8 3-17 1-7

Social Science 1-37 1-11 1-22 1-11

Vocational Education 1` -33 1-8 1-33 1-6

Special Activities for Nandi. f=ts - 1-2 ' -

Pre-Kindergarten 1-24 1-13 1-9 1-6_

Kindergarten 1-21 1-11 '1-8 1-6

Other Instruction 1-45 --- 1-17 1-16 1-6

aSince the Title I students primary contact was with his tutor rather
than with the Title I teacher, the P-T ratio statistic is not really appro-
priate to this activity.

The lowest pupil-teacher ratios during the regular year were seen in special

education for handicapped and physical education or psychomotor skill instruc-

tion. Natural and social science, vocational education, and kindergarten in-

struction showed the lowest pupil- teacher ratios in the summer.

The pupil-staff ratios reported,for supportive servkes were larger than those

reported for instructional ibrvices.

6 i
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TABLE 24

PUPIL-STAFF RATIOS BY SUPPORTIVE SERVICE AND PROJECT TYPE
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Pu il-Staff Ratio

Supportive Service Regular Year Summer
Attendance 1-36 1-21-

Clothing 1-36 -

Guidance Counseling 1-49 1-32
Health-Dental 1-60 1-185
Health-Physical 1-66 1-59

Library Services 1-46 1-48

Psychological Services
,

1-28 1-26

Social Work 1-19 1-18

Speech Therapy 1-41 1-29

When the pupil teacher ratios are analyzed in comparison to the hours of in-

struction districts reported children received, it appears that small group,

instruction and/or the use,of teacher aides must have been included in report-

ing the hours of instruction given to children. For example, the pupil-teacher

ratio reported for reading instruction during the regular year was 1 -40. Yet

schools reported that children received approximately 2 1/2 hours of instruct-

tiOn per week. If we assume that a Title I. teacher was able to teach 25 hours

a week, the average child would have received 1/40 of 25 hours or 0.6 hours of

instruction per week if he was seen in a 1-1 basis.1 However, if this teacher

4.

worked with eight groups of 5 children, each child could receive 1/8 of 25 or

3.1 hours of small Group instruction per week. If the teacher used an aide to

reinforce the concepts presented, the amount of instructional time per student

could likewise be extended.

1 Twenty-fiq hours of instruction a week is probably too generous an
estimate. It was used to represent the maxidlum amount of instruction that
could be provided through one teacher.

/
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Services to Children in Private Schools

"To .the extent conzistent with the numbek 06 educat2onatty.depkived
chitdAen in the Achoot diAtAiet o6 the tome educationat agency who
a&e. enhateed in pkivate eZenitntaicy and secondaty Aschootz, 4uch agency

4hatt make pAovi4ion bon inauding 4peciat educationa 4envica and
atnangementz (zuch as dual enutemellt, educaSionat Aadio and* tetevizion,
and mobile educationa 4e4vice4 and', equipment) in which zuch chitdAen
eqn patticipate,..,"

(Pakt V Geneut PAovi4iona, Section 14IA(a))

.Number of Non-Public Participants

The 2,920 non - public school children who participated in fiscal yeir 1975 Title

I pi-ograms represented 5.5% of the total Title I population. Expanded oppor-

tunities for serving non-public school children during the summer were reflected

in the greater proportion of non-public children participating in Title I

summer projects.,

Figure 14.--NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN AS PERCENT OF TITLE I
PARTICIPANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Proiect Type

Summer

Regular Year

9 10 11 12 13

Percent

As figure 15 indicates, a gradual decline in the proportion of non=public Title

I participants has followed the statewide decline in the proportion of non-public

students.
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Figure 15.--PERCENTAGE OF NON-PUBLIC STUDENTS IN TITLE I

POPULATION AND IN TOTAL WISCONSIN SCHOOL
POPULATION FISCAL YEARS

1966-1975 INCLUSIVE
Percent
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Grade Level of Non-Public Participants '

Fiscal'Year

. .

Most of the non-public Title I participants were in the 'early elementary grades.

The fact that the proportion of non-publit pre-School and kindergarten partici--'

,pants (7.9%) was less than the overall proportion of pre-school and kindergarten

Title I participants (27.8%),is most likely explained by the small number of

Wisconsin non - public schools, which offer pre-school or kindergarten programs.

6
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TABLE 25

WISCONSIN NON-PUBLIC TITLE I PARTICIPANTS BY GRADE
LEVEL AND TIME OF PARTICIPATION

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Grade
Level

Regular Year
Only

Summ6r
Only Yearlong

Unduplicated
Total Percent

Pre-k 25 44 67 136 (446) .,

K . 44 30 22 96 (3.3)

1 330 130 56 516 (17.7i

2 -418 148 74 , 640 (21.9)

3 368 93 67 528 (18.1)

4 290 80 41 411 r, (14.1)

5 132 51 25 208 (7.1)

6 94 21 13 128 (4.4)

7 26 9 10 45 (1.5)

8 ..24 18 4 46 (1.6)
,

9 8 4 6 . 18 (0.6)

10 9 - 1 10 (0.3)

11 2 - - 2 (0.11

12' - - - - _

Other - 55 81 136 (4.7)

Total 1,770 683 467 ,2,920 (100%)

(Percent) (60'.6) (23.4) (16.0) (100%)
.

I

Percent of Educationally Deprived Non-Public Children Served

...

Title I guidelines state ,that the number of non-public school children partici-

pating in Title I programs should be consistent with the number of non-public

1

educationally deprived children residing in Title I target areas. In their fiscal

year 1975 needs assessment reports, local school districts reported the number of

public and non-public children residing in Title I target Areas who were below ex-.

performance levels in reading and mathematics.. A random sample of 39 needs assess-
/,

ment reports showed that 90% ofAhe educationally deprived children residing in

the Title I target areas were public school children.
1

Since it was estimated'

.,

1 'Seeipage of this report for a description of the sampling procedures
used in selecting these reports.
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that public school children represented 88% of the children enrolled in Title

I target areas, the incidence of educationally deprived children in public

schools was equivalent to that which woull be expected.

TABLE 26

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED PUBLIC AND
NON-PUBLIC CHILDREN IDENTIFIED IN SAMPLE TITLE I

SCHOOL NEEDS ASSESSMENT REPORTS
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Assessment
Cate.lr

Reading

Mathematics

Public
Number Percent

16,575 ()0.2)

15,598 ((0.3)

Non-Public Total

Number Percent Number Percent

1,790 (9.8) 18,365 (100%)

1,676 (9.7) 17,274 (100%)

However, since non-public school children represented approximately 10% of the

educationally deprived children in liLle I target areas, but only approximately

6% of the Title I participants, the proportion of non-public Title I participants

was slightly less than would be expected. fhe numerous difficulties which public

schools have encountered in legally serving non-public school children during the

regular school year have to be taken under consideration in evaluating the extent

to which they complied with the federal guidelines regarding services to non-

public school children.

Location of Services to Non-Public Children

The primary problem encountered by districts serving non-public school children

was deciding on a suitable location to offer Title I services. Since neither

Title I nor State funds could be used to transport non-public school children to

and from the public school, and since public school teachers had been advised

not to instruct students in the non-public school, districts which had non-public

(3 ,j
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schools located farther than walking distance from the public school had to

make special arrangements to serve non-public students. Over half (64%) of the

districts serving non-public students served them in the public school, 29%

served them i6,the non-public school, 3% served them in their own homes, 1%

served them in mobile classrooms,and 3% served them in other locations.

Figure 16.-- PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY LOCATION
OF SERVICES TO NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Non-Pub

Schoo

OtherI\

Location

Mobile Classroom

Students' Home

Time of Service co Non-Public Children

Although a large proportion of the districts serving non-public children had

to make special adaptions on the location of the service, few reported making

any special arrangements regarding the time of the week when the services were

offered. Thus 96% of the districts served non-public school children during

the regular school day, 2% served non - public school children during the regular

school week but after usual school hours, and 2% reported serving non-public

school children on weekends.
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...

Figure 17.--PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY
TIME OF SERVICES TO NON-PUBLIC STUDENTS

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Regular

School
Hours

k Weekends

E----- During The Week After

Regular School Hours

Type of Services Offered to Non-Public School Children

English reading, mathematics, english language arts and cultural enrichment

were the services most frequently offered to non-public school Oildren partici-

pating in regular year Title I programs. These services,plus library services,,

were the services most frequently offered to non-public summer school students.

Although a greater proportion of non-public students received English-reading,

the services offered to public and non-public students during the regular school

year were very similar.
1

However, certain differences were noted in the summer

school services offered to public and non-public students.
. 0

During the summer, the proportion of non-dublic students receiving art or music,

business education, cultural enrichment, physical education/recreation, and

transportation was more than 5% less than the proportion of public students

receiving these services; whereas the proportion of non-public students receiving

1
Since few non-public schools offer kindergarten the pre-school and inder-

garten service categories are excluded from this analysis.

11
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library services and English reading instruction was 5% greater than the pro-

portion of public students receiving these services.

TABLE 27

COMPARISON OF PUBLIC AND NON-PUBLIC PARTICIPANTS
PER SERVICE AREA, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Service Area

Regular Year
Percent Serveda

Public Non - Public

Summer
Percent Serveda

Public Non-Public

Instructional Services

Art or Music 41% 2% 13% 1%

Business Education 4=1% 1% 9% 3%

Cultural Enrichment 13% ' 10% 19% 13%

rnglish Reading 60% 70% 47% 53%

English- Speech 3% 3% 41% 1%

English-Other Language Arts 12% 13% 11% 13%

English as a 2nd Language 1% - 4-1% -

Home Economics - - 1% 1%

Youth Tutoring Youth 5% 2% 1% 1%

Mathematics 26% 30%
,

31% 36%

Psychomotor Skills 6% 2% 6%. 5%

Physical Ed./Recreation 1% L1% 14% 6%

Natural Science 1% - 4-1% 4=1%

Social Science 1% Al% 4:1% 1%

Vocational Education 41% - 4-1% -

Special Activities for Hand. 4-1% - -

Pre- Kindergarten 10% 2% 21% 9%

Kindergarten 13% 1% 13% 3%

Other Instruction - 3% Ll% 4% 7%

Supportive Services

Attendance 2% 1% 1% 1%

Clothing 3% 1% - -

Food 1% - 7% 6%

Guidance Counseling 7% 4% 3% 2.1%

Health-Dental 2% 3% 2% -

Health- Physical 5% 4% 2% 1%

Library Services 2% 4% 7% 13%

Psychological Services 5% 4% 5% 2%

Social Work 3% 1% 3% 3%

Speech Therapy 1% 1% 2% 2%

Transportation 3% 1% 21% 14%

Services for Handicapped z.1% 4.1% - -

Other Expenditures 1% 41% 2% -

(Number of Cases) (44,792) (2,231) (11,599) (1,150)

aPercentage figures are rounded to the nearest whole percent.
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Services to Children in Institutions for Neglected and Delinquent Children

"A State agency shate use payments andet (Secti.on 123) only bon
lolLoghan* and oojects,..., which au designed to meet the spec, aZ
educationa needs oti such (negZected on detinquent) chadken."

Number of Participants

Two percent (2% ) of the children participating in fiscal year 1975 Title I

programs were residing in local institutions for neglected and delinquent

children. Thus, 73% of the 1,195 neglected and delinquent children counted for

local school district Title I allocations actually received Title I services.

All of the neglected and delinquent children who participated in Title I were

served in a yearlong project, and almost all of these children were lin school

districts that were members of cooperative Title I projects.

TABLE 28

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TITLE I NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT
CHILDREN BY TYPE OF PROJECT, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Children
Type of Project Number Percent

Cooperative 703 (81%)

Independent 165 (19%)

Total 868 (100%)

Type of Services Offered\

School districts only reported ten services that were offered to neglected and

delinquent children. All of these were instructional, rather than supportive,

services.

lElementary and Secondary Education Act as,amended by PL 93-380, Subpart
2, Section 123(c).
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TABLE 29

NUMBER OF TITLE I NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT CHILDREN
PER SERVICE CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Neglected and Delinquent Title I Participants

Service Category Regular Year Summer

Art or Music 31 81

Cultural Enrichment 23 20

English-Reading 230 100

English-Other Lang. Arts 31 30

Mathematics 97 20

Other Instruction 15 1

Phy. Ed./Recreation - 18

Natural Science - 12

Social Science - 17

Vocational Education - 40

Unspecified 441 529

Staff Inservice Training

"A toeat educationat agency may Aeceive a pant under .this titee

404 any 4i4cat yeah on!u upon application thene6oneappitoved by
the apoopkiate State educational' agency, upon it4
in the cas e o Imoject4 invotving .the u4e oti education,aida, the
tocat educational agency sets lio4th wet-deuetoped ptan4 Imoviding
bon coordinated pftogAams tAaining-in which education aides and the,

Imolie44iona 4ta66 whom they are a44i4ting mitt paAticipate togethee"

Teachers and Aides Receiving Training

In FY75,Wisconsin Title I school districts employed 2,708 full and part time

teacher and aides during the regular year and 1,572 teachers and aides in the

summer.' ,SchoOl districts reported that 68% of the regular year teachers and

aides and 27% of the summer school teachers and aides participated in inservice

training funded by ESEA Title I.

1
4

Elementary and Secondary Educaticn Ace Title I as arhended by PL 93-380,

Part D General Provisions,,Section 141(a)(12).

0

7,1
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Since only 20% of the teachers and aides working in summer programs had also

worked in a regular year project, the majority of summer school teachers and

aides did not receive any Title I funded inservice training.

TABLE 30

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TITLE I STAFF RECEIVING
TITLE I FUNDED INSERVICE TRAINING

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Staff Classification
Regular Year Summer

Number Percenta Number' Percenta

Teacher . 790 (61%) 235 (23%)

Aides 1,042 (74%) 15a (36%)

Other 511 N/Ab 23 N/Ab

Total 2,343 (68%) 451 (27%)

aThis column shows the percent of all Title I teachers (or aides) who

received Title I funded inservice.

bThe type of staff included in this category wasn't specified so the percent
receiving training could not be determined.

Time Devdted.to Training

The average amount of time devoted to inservfce training was 32.7 hours per

participant during the regular year,and 19.4 hours ddring the summer.
c

Expenditures for Staff Inservice

Sixty-eight percent of the school districts operating regular year projects and'

sixteen percent of the districts operating summer projects,reported allocating

part of their Title I monies for inservice training. The estimated inservice

expenditures reported by these districts accounted for approximately 1.7% of

the regular year budget-Snd 1.6% of the summer school budget. Most school

districts repo \ted spending less than $10,000 for staff inservice during the

regular year, and less than $5,000 during the summer. The average cost of in-

.

service training was $1,299.59 per,distriet during the regular year,and $1,423.56

per district during the summer.
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TABLE 31

EXPENDITURES FOR TITLE I FUNDED INSERVICE
TRAINING, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Expenditure,
Range ,

Regular Year . S r %

Number
Districts

Cumulative
Percent

Number
'Districts

Cumulative
Percen't

$500,000 + ; 1 100,0% - -

$1001000- 499,999 1 99.6% 1 100.0%

$591000-99,999 3 99.2% - 95.6%

$10,000-49,999 59 98,0% 9 95.6%

$5,000-9,999 59 74.7% ° 56,5%

$1,000-4,999 116 51.4% 9 56.5%

$500-999 11 5.5% 3 17.4%

$100-49 ..
3 1.2% 1_,' 4.3%

$1-99 . % .?... g -

(Number of Cases) (253) (68.0%) (23) (16.0%)

Parent Involvement

"(14) that the toca4 educationat agency 4hatteatabtiAh an advisony
csouncit 0n the entike schoot distAict and shaft estabtish an advisony'
council 6on each schoot ob such agency served by a program on project
gssisted under Section 143(a)(2), each o6 which advisony councits-

(A) has ,as a-mega/city cr4 s is members pakenth o6 the,chitdun
to be served,

(8) L composed o6 members seteced by the pa/tents in each
school' attendance area,

(C) has been given 4uponzibititii by such agency 04 ad-
vising it in the panning 04, and the imptementaion and
evatuation ob, such programs and projects, and

(V) is oovided by such agency, tin accordance with negu-
tations of the Commissionek,, with access to appitophiate in-
limmation concekning such programs and pAoject4.4

Type of Councils

Beginning in 19751if the enrollment of the Title I schools in a school district

equalled 1,000 or more students,in addition to the district-wide council pre-

viously required, the district was required to establish a parent advisory council

at each Title I school. All other school districts only had to have a district-

/

1

Elementary and Secondary Education Act-Title I as amended by PL 93-38

-Part D General Provisions, Section 141a)(14)
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wide council. In fiscal year 1975, 63% of the Title I school districts reported

having both,disirict-wide and individual school parent advisory councils, 36%

reported having only a district-wide council and 1% did not indicate what type

of council they had. Fifty -five percent of the districts having only distPict-

wilie councils and 60% of the districts having both types of councils were in-

dependent school distriCts.

'TABLE 32.

NUMBER OF TITLE I SWOL DISTRICTS BY TYPE OF PARENT COUNCIL
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Council Type
Project Type

Regular Year Only' Summer Only 1 Yearlong_ !Total

Cooperative School Districts (N = 221)

District-Wide
.

Only 50 2 24 (76)

District-Wide and

Individual School
Councils

*

95 1 47 (143)

Independent School Districts = 157)

District-Wide Only 29 - 32 (61)

District-Wide and
Individual School

Councils

61 2 32 (95)

No Responsea 1 . 1 1 , (3)

Total 236 6 136 (378)

.rwo'cooperative and one indeptndent district did not respond.

Membership of Councils

1975 was also the first year in which school districts had to have parents of

Title I participating children represent a majority of parent advisory council

Noting member.
1

The parent advisory council membership which districts reported

in their annual evaluation reports indicated that 49% of the voting members of

parent councils were parents of Title I children.

1Previously parents of children eligible but not participating in the Title
I project,could be counted toward the majority of voting parent representatives.
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TABLE 33

NUMBER OF PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBERS BY PROJECT
TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Type of Member
Regular Year

Only
Summer
Only Yearlong, Total

'

Percent

Parent of Title I Child' :2,008 25 1,408 3,441 (49)

Parent of Child Eligible but
not Participating in Title I 1,182 17 -703 1,902 (27)

Non-Public Instructional Staff 34 1' 34 69 (1)

Non-Public Administrative Staff 82 3 92 177 (2)

Public School Instructional
Staff ' 441 11 322 774 (11)

Public Administrative Staff 242 6 157 405 (6)

Community Representatives 104 - 69 173 (2)

School Board Members 27 - 15' -42 (1)

Other Federal Education Program
Representatives 20 - 14 34 (1)

College or University
Representatf-Ves 1 - . 1 2 (.l)

Total 4,1/11 63 2,815 7,01--.(_100%)

(Percent) (59%) (1%) (40%) (100%)

\ Parents of Title I children and public school instructional staff were the

parent council members most frequently reported by school districts. The

average number of parent advisory council members ranged,from 12 to 1 per

membership category.,

Few districts (less than 25%) reported having community representatives, non-

public instructional staff, school boars representative, other federal educa-

tion representatives,or college or university representatives on the parent

advisory councils.
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TABLE 34

NUMBER OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY NUMBER
AND TYPE OF PARENT COUNCIL MEMBERS

FISCAL \YEAR 1975

I

, Type of Council Member

k

Number of Members

1-3 4-6 7-9

10-

12

13-

15

16-,

18

19-

21

22-

24 25 + Total

Ave. # Per
District

Parent of Title I Child\ 48 105 95 56' 27 14 15 3 10, 373 9

Parent of Child Eligible
but not Participating
in Title I

100 32 8 2 2 2 - 3 12 161 ' 12

Non-Public Instructional -1

Staff 1. 47 2 - - - - - - - 49 1

Non - Public Administra-

tive Staff 138 1 - - - , - - = - 139 1

Public Instructional

Staff 256 38 6. 3 2 - - 1 306 2

Public Administrative
Staff 273 5 3 - - - - - - 281 1

Community Representa-
tives 72 11 1 - - - - - - 84 2

School Board Representa-
tives

t

41 - - - - - - - 41 '1

Other Federal EducatiOn
Program Representatives 22 2 - - - - - - - 24

College or University
Representatives 2 - - - - - - , - 2 1

Number of Meetings

Councils in local districts were reported to have at, average of 5 meetings

during the 1975 project period. Districts that were in cooperative projects

also reported attending an average of 3 cooperative parent advisory council

meetings.
1

Vies*

1

In most cases, the cooperative parent advisory councils were composed of
representatives from each of the district-wide councils.
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NUMBER OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY NUMBER AND
TYPE OF PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL MEETINGS

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Number of Meetings
Attended

School District
Councils

cooperative
Councils

1 ,_1________

dumber Percent . Number Percent

98 ., (26%) 112 (51%)

4 - 6 204 (54%) 49 (22%)

71- 9 58' (15%) 1 (41%)

10 - 12 6 (2%) '' .. -

I 13 - 15 4 (1%) -

NO Response 8 (2%) 59 (27%)

Total 378 (100%)' 221 (100%)

Activities of Parent Advisory Councils

Although providing parents with information, on Title I regulations/guidelines

and the districts' operating Jftle I program were the most frequently reported

activities of parent advisory councils, most districts alsd reported that

parent aqvisory council members were involVed in evaluation, needs assessment,

and program planning.

TABLE 361

NUMBER OF TITLE I SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY PERCENT OF
TIME DEVOTED TO PARENT COUNCIL ACTIVITIES

FISCAL YEAR 1975

...

Activity

Percent of Time Devoted to Activity
80-

89 Total Percenta'1-9

10-!20-
19 129

30-
39

40-

49

50-

;59

60-

69

70-

79

Review of Title I Guide-
lines/Regulitions . 22 1721142 03 5 - 1 - - 375 (99%)

,

Review Districts Current
Pro9rag, 9 87 177

1

48 23 24 5 2 - 375 (99%)

Revi64 Other Districts
Programs 197 76 6 1 - - - - - 280 (74%)

Panning Next Title I

Program 11 95 206 34 10 , - - - 358 (95%).

Evaluating Current Project 26 155 165 18 2 2 1 - - 369 (98%)

(95%)Assessing Student Needs 64 193 76 18 '5 - 1 , - 1 358

Other Activity 35 34 11 4 'c2 3 1 2 - 92 (24%)

-
aNumber of districts reporting activity divided by total number of Title

I school districts (378).

8

r



72

Evaluation of Project Effectiveness

"That the tocat educationat agency wilt make an annuat 4epott and zuch
°then. kepoiLtz to .the State educationat agekcy, in such 6o4m and con-
taining such in0Amation,Which in the edz.e kepoA,t4 ketating to

pekkkmance-iz in accimdancxwi,th 6pe6t6ic pg./Elio/mance ciatekia 4e-

tated to pkogkam objectiveiLaz mau be keazonabty necezzatty to enable
the State educatidna agency to pe/C6okm itz dutiez under th.iz .thee,

inctuding in6o4mation ketating to the educationat achievement oti
6tudents pantieipating'in pkomams camied out undeA tkiz titte, and
witt keep zatch Adco46 and ali6o4d such accezz .thereto az the State
educa,Cionat agency, may bind necezzaity to awae the cokkectnezz and
veni6ication mich kepant.s."

Reporting Procedures

The state educatiOnal agency provided a reporting format for local districts'

use in evaluating their Title I programs.2 Each district submitted c descr'p-

tion of their evaluation plans in the narrative section of their fiscal year

1975 Application for Grant. Districts which had inadequate evaluation pro-
,

cedures were asked to rdvise their evaluation plans and to submit aidescription

of these revisions to the State Title I office. When the local annual evalua-

tion reports were received in the State agency Title I office, copies were

given to the Title I educational consultants and to the Title"I evaluator. A

summary of the findings in each report was prepared, and copies of these

summaries were given to the Title I adminiktrator,and to the'Title I educational

consultants and project readers who were interested in receiving them.3

it'eview of Report Contents

A review of these summaries showed several factors which limited the usefulness

lElementary and Secondary Education Act-Title I as amended by PL 93-380
Part D General Provisions, Section 141(a)(7)

2A copy of the format is in the appendix to, this report.

3 -Two of the three consultants were interested irireceiving these summaries.
The third consultant preferred working with the entire report.

8i
\
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of\the evaluation reports:

- Omission of standards for interpreting data meant that the signifi-

cance of student growth could not be easily, determined. (District%
often omitted data on Title I students prior rate of growth, and
didn,st relate student scores to local or national norms, or other
specified criteria for performance.)

- ,Some districts failed to include all grade levels in their evaluation
reports. (Kindergarten and pre-school children were most frequently
omitted.)

- Many of the districts utilized locally developed tests which had not been
normed or tested for validity and reliability. The scores reported on

these tests were difficult to interpret.

- In some cases, districts based their findings on a small sample of
participants which made the reliability of findings questionable.

- Some performance objectives specified very low levels of attainment.
(For example, children were expected to gain .5 grade equivalent in
9 months.) If the district didn't also report the actual amount of
growth shown by students, it wasn't possible to determine if the

program was effective.

- Some objectives and evaluation findings were written in Vague terms,
(thus a guidance objective specified children "would not hinder their
own or other's progress,d and an evaluation stated; "children progressed
slowly but deliberately"). Since the criteria used to evaluate student
perfOrmance wasn't identified, it wasn't possible to interpret the

evaluation findings.

- In most cases, the period of time between pre and post tests was not
identified. This also Ilade it difficult to interpret the significance
of the findings reported,:

- Although districts were requested to make recommendations for future
Title I programs, they often failed to do so.

- Achievement data was rarely.anlyzed by grade level. Thus the relative

effectiveness of the project services on different grade levels of

students couldn't be determined.

- Only a small number of districts tested the statistical significance

of reported scores. Thus it could not be determined if gains were
due to chance, or if significant growth had occurred.

- Test administration and selection was a problem in selected cases.

Thus post tests were not given as planned, or the tests which were
given did not relate to the objectives of the project.

- Many evaluations reported the gain scores of students but did not

specify the post test status of children in relationship to any
educational standard. Thus the reader could not determine the extent
to which student gains had resulted in improved performance levels.
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- Deriptions of how the projects were implemented were often scanty.
Thus even if the evaluation findings could be interpreted, it wasn't
possible to, determine what was being evaluated.

Submittal Dates

4-

In addition to the problems listed in the content of local reports, the useful-

ness of many reports was also limited by the time of their completion. Table

37 shows the dates when fiscal year 1975 local evaluation reports were received

in the state Title I office. School districts were asked to submit regular

year narrative reports by June 15th 1975 and summer school reports by August

15th. However only about half of the reports were received by these dates.

TABLE 37

PERCENT OF LOCAL EVALUATION REPORTS BY DATE OF
SUBMITTAL TO STATE TITLE I OFFICE

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Date Regular Year Evaluation Summer School Evaluation

May-June 57% 5%

July-August
/

22% 42%

September-October 17% 48%

Novehoer-December 3% 3%

January-February 1% 2%

Total 100% 100%

R
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III. EVALUATION OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Purpose

This section of the evaluation will attempt to describe and interpret the

1

significance of the achievement which Title I reading and mathematics students

made during the FY 1975 project period. The following questions will be

/
addressed:

1. To what extent were Title I children below expected performance

levels at the start of the project period?

2. Did their ga'ins during the project period equal or exceed their

prior rate of gain?

3. To what extent were Title I children below expected performance

levels at the end of the project period?

4. To what extent was the discrepancy between the performance level

of Title I children and the expected performance level for non-

disadvantaged children reduced through their participation in the

Title I project?

5. Were the gains which Title I children made related to the length of

time they had participated in a Title I program, or to the size of

the school district in which they were enrolled?

6. Were Title I projects more effective at the lower, or at the higher,

grade levels?

v4
I.
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Methodology

Samplinc Procedures

Each school district which offered Title I funded reading or mathematics in-.

struction and which used a standardized test for evaluation was asked to re-

port test scores on 15% of the Title I reading (or mathematics) students served

per grade level. Districts determined which students to report on by using a

table of random numbers supplied with their FY 1975 evaluation forms.
1

They

also indicated the total number of reading (or mathematics) students served

per grade level so the adequacy of the sampling procedure could 'be determined.

All districts which reported spending Title I monies for reading or mathematics

were included in this survey. Although this procedure risked over-representing

students in the small rural school districts, the response rate obtained in the

FY 1974 survey indicated that i, was necessary to include as many districts as

possible to obtain an adequate sample of student scores.

Type of Data Reported

Tests Used.-The scores which school districts reported were from a variety of

2

standardized reading and mathematics tests since V isconsin does not have a

statewide testing progratjand the state Title I office does not require school,

districts to use specific tests.

"Appendix I of this report contains a copy of the test chart reporting
directions given tp LEAs. -4

2See:State of WisccnatilinRgInrLISELatle,
pages 86, 99, and 110.
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Data Analysis

ti

Two methods were used to aggregate the test scores which school districts re-,

ported. The scores from lst-3rd and 7th-12th reading students and lst-12th

grade mathematics students were analyzed by grade equivalents. Fourth

through sixth grade reading student scores were analyzed by Anchor test

stanines.

First Method-Grade Equivalent Scores

Project Rate.'-Pre and post test scores for lst-3rd and 7th-12th reeding students

(and 1st-.12th grade mathematics students) were reported as the grade equivalent

(henceforth G.E.) gain per month between pre and post testing. Sin&.standardized
/

tests use no,44ng tables which divide the academic year into ten months, the

maximum number of months between pre and post`testing was ten. A student show-

ing an expect3ed average rate of achievement would have a monthly grade equiva=

lent gain of 0.10/and would thus increase his actual grade equivalent placement

by 1,0 grade eqUlvaTent-each year. (See illustration below :)

Grade Level Expected G.E. Score
1

G.E. Gain Expected G.E. Score Ot.
At Pre Test , At Pre Test Per Year Start of,Next Grade'

2nd

3rd

4th

2.0
.3.0

4.0

1.0 .

, 1.0

1.0

3(.0

4.0

5.0

The monthly G.E. gain (henceforth project nate) 'Ws calculated as follows;

Project Rate =
(Post Test G.E.)-(Pre Test G.E.)

-# Months Between Tests

Prior Rate.-To prov?de a basis for comparison, an index reflecting students'

1The scores shown would be expected in September. The expected score
would increase by 0\1 each month thereafter. ems.. a 2nd grade student tested
in May would be expected to have a grade equivalent score of 2.8.
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prior rate of gain was computed for 2nd through 12th grade. This index reflected.

the discrepancy between the actual rate of gain shown, by Title I students prior

to the start of the FY 76 project, and tiierate of gain necessary for

students to be at an expected pre test grade'equivalent. If the value of the

prior rate index for a student was less than .10, then the student would have

shown less than a .10 grade equivalent aai, per monthsand the pre test grade

equivalent level of the student would have been less than xpected. The prior

rate index was calculated as follows:

Prior Rate
(Pre test G.E.) - 1.0

10 (Number years in school since 1st grade.)

By using the number of years the gtudent-had been in school since first grade,

rather than the students grade placement in the divisor, it was possible to

'discriminate students who had been hep back in a grade from those who had not. 1

If 2 fourth grade students had the same pre test G.E. score but one of them

wasi'repeating fourth grade, their prior rate scores would be calculated as

follows;

Retained Student

('4.0
ti 1.0) = 10(4)

= .075 or .08 0

Student Not Retaine-

(4:0 - 1.0) 10(3)
.10

Thus the index shows the student who had not been retained to have an expected

rate of achievement whereas the student who was retained demon rating less than

2 . ,,, ,- 44.

expected monthly G.E. gains (ie. less thin one month growth fOr each month in

a program.)

Second Method-Anchor Stanine Scores

School districts reported 4th -6th grade reading students' pre and post test raw

11f the pre test was given past September, the divisor would have to be
increased. (21 by .1 if in October or by 2 if in November, etc.)

2Appendix contains further explanation of the prior rate index.

'0
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scores. Districts only reported scores for students who had been tested'with

one of the:tests,included in the ,Anchor test norms. -These raw scores were

transformed td' the equivalent raw score on the Metropolitan Achievement test.
1

A computer program was written to tabulate these scores according to their

Anchor stanine equivalent. Fifth through sixth grade student pre test scores

were tabulated by their post test scores, thus it was possible to determine the

amount of,gain or regression in -$.tAnine placement shown by individual fifth and

sixth oracle students. Only the post test scores of fourth ;grade students were

tabulate(' since the Anchor norms do not provide for transforming scores from

tests administered 10 fourth grade students in the fall of the year.

In analyzing the stanine scores of fifth and sixth grade students, maintenance

of'the same stanine score or a gain of one or more stanines was used as the

standard for expected progress. Since this standard identified children who

had gained .1 grade equivalent per month, it was comparable to the standard

used in analyzing lst-3rd and 7th-12th grade reading student grade equivalent

scores. The post test stanine scores of fourth grade children were analyzed

according to the following categories:

Stanine Achievement Category Percentile Equivalent

9 Superior 96 and above

7-P Above Average 77-95 /

4-6 Average 23-76

2-3 Below Average 4-22

1 Poor 0-3

1 If an alternate form of the test had been used, scores were first converted

to the equivalent score on the test form used in the Anchor study. To analyze

the pre test scores for 5th-6th arade students, norms for the previous grade
level were used if the test form used had been normed for the previous grade
level.
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Limitations of Findings

Adequacy of Sample

School districts reported that 25,022 and 10,931 students participated in

Title I funded reading and mathematics projects respectively. The reading

and mathematics sample response was analyzed to determine if the sample sizes

were adequate to reprd'sent the achievement of students,in each of the twelve

grade levels, and in each of the three district enrollment size strata.

Grade Level Samples.-The number of test scores reported for-first through

tenth grade reading stuqnts and first through eighth grade mathematics students

was sufficient\to expect the sample values to be within ten to twenty percent

of the population values.
1

The number of prior rate scores reported for ninth

grade mathemati:sstudents was also found to meet this criteria. However,

the number of'scores-reported for eleventh and twelfth grade reading students,

the number of total reading scores reprtdd for fifth evade students, and the

-number of mathematics scores reported for tenth through twelfth grade students,

were not judged adequate to reflect the achievement of Title I students in

these grade level's.

Strata Samples.-As indicated previously; the method used to collect student

scores risked Over-representing children in the,small rural school districts

(stratum 1). When the response rate per stratum was'compared to the reading

(or mathematics) students served per stratum, both the readina and math samples

were found to over-represent children in stratum 1, and the math sample was also

found to over- represent children in stratum 2. However, the responseclates for

'See appendix IV for a further discussion of sample adequacy.

8.3
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,

each of the six strata were found to be acceptable.

Overall Sample.-Although the samp.leyesponse prevented a description of the

progress made by students in certain grade levels,, the total number of scores

reported was adequate to reflect the overall achievement of, the students

served. Since the grade levels with an inadequate response represented only

a small proportion of the students served, this limitation was not considered

serious.

k

9')

,
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TABLE 38

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED COMPARED TO SCORES REPORTED BY GRADE
LEVEL FOR GRADE EQUIVALENT SAMPLE

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Grade

aYgiPQINLILMI._---.5dlrkig...LAtSLliV:leP

1

'Rgadin_g Mathematics

6,298 .

Project Rate Prior Rate
PIlit

2.316

Project Rate Prior Rate
374* N/A 117* N/A

6,519 'a 589* 569* M85 180*' 182*
3 6,015 522* 529* 2,348 188* 190*
4 - - - 1.870 115* 117*
5' - - - 730 82* 88*
6 - - - . 499' 59* 64*
7 471 55* 63* 203 24* 27*
8 394 48* 52* 185' 26* 28*
9 377 37* 37* 153 , 20 . 22*

10 213 24* 25* 100 12 12

11 67 4 8 39 3 5

12 36 3 3 , 3 2 3'
Total 20,390 1,656* 1.286* 10.931 828* 738*

TABLE 39

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED COMPARED TO SCORES,REPORTED BY GRADE
LEVEL FOR STANINE SAMPLE

Grade , Population
Sample

Comprehension Vocabulary Total Reading

4 2 197 32*
44*

73*

53*
70*

185 1,418
6 1.017 24* 39* 33*

Total 4.632 100* 165* 121*

TABLE 40
a

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED COMPARED TO SCORES REPORTED
BY STRATA FOR STRATA SAMPLE

r- ,yor
,

Strata
Reading Math

Population Sample Population Sample

1 = 10.906 951* - 4,072 526*
2 5.699 383* 1549 170*

3 8,417 469* 5 010 189*

Total 25.022 1,803_ 10,931 885

*Using Tchebychev'sTchebychev's inequality relationship,the sample sizes for these
groupings are large enough to be 90% confident that the sample values will be
within .1 to .3 standard deviations of the population mean. (From Gottman,
John M.; and Clasen, Robert E.; Evaluation In Education, A Practitioner's Guide,
Itasca, Illinois, F.c. Peacock POblishers,' 1-977Page 349.

Ji
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The scores which school districts reported were taken from a variety of stand-

ardized reading and mathematics tests. ,Since the scores on these tests were
0

based on the performance of different norm groups, the extent to which they can

be considered comparable is open to question. To some extent,use of the Anchor

norms for grades 4-6 reduced this weakness for these grade levels._ Looking at

the frequency of reported scores per test for the other grade levels also in-

dicates that a feW tests accounted for the majority of reported scores. 'Thus

while 24"reading and 18 mathematics tests were included in the.analysis, 6

reading tests accounted,for 84% of the reported scores, and 6 mathematics tests

accounted for 81% of the reported scores.

TABLE 41

NUMBER AND PERCENT or READING AND MATHEMATICS SCORES REPORTED
BY TUT NAME, FISCAL YEAR 1975

, 'Test Name

Reading-Grades
Number

1-3, 7-12 Mathematics-Grades 1-12
Percent Number Percent

Iowa Test of Basic Skills 103 6,1* 74 8.9*

Metropolitan Achieve, Test ' 164 9.6* . 93 11,2*

CaliforniarAchieve, Test 90 5,3 52 '6.3

St ndford Achieve Te t 195 11 5* 116 .1 0*

Wide RangerAchieve, Test 245 14.4* 212 25.6*

ciPrice ReSearch Assoc:,Ach 15 0.9 . 19 2.3

Peabody Individual Achieve,' 205 12.0 116 14,0*
,

Key Math Test N/A - 59 7,1*

romp, Test" of Basic Skills 15 0.9 9' 1,1

Ed, Development Series Test 2 0.1 3 ' 0.4

Gates Mic Ginitie Reading 509 30,0* N/A -

Standford Diag, Reading 73 4.3 N/A -

L ons- nd Carn ham Re din 3 0 2 N A -

Durrell-Spllivan Reading 33 1,9 , N/A -

Primary Reading Profiles 2 0,1 , N/A -

Nelson Reading Test 7 0,4 N/A -

Grey Oral Reading Test 13

4

0,8 .

41 0,2 .

N/A
N/A -Woodcock Reading Test

Gilmore Orkl Reading 0,4' N/A -

All Other A 15

1,699

0,9

100,0%

75

828

9,1

100.0%Total

Tests accounting for a majority of the scores reported.
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Data Analysis

Two of the major weaknesses that could be classified under the :leading of data

analyAis are the likelihood of errors in calculating the pribr and/or project

rates, and a failure to adjust prior rate scores for month of test administration.

Since the student scores were calculated by local scllool personnel who, in

several cases,were not used to working with such 'ialculations, it is likely

that mathematical errors were introduced at this point. It is also likely

that the divisor for the prior rate Was opt always increased by ,1, for each

month'past September the pre test was.given. Since the directions\ iven to

school personnel did not emphasize &hat this should be done, it is possible

that this adjustment for the month of pre testing was not alWays made. The

result of omitting this adjustment'wouldbe to raise the prior rate score

for the child.

The complexity of using the Anchor test' norms must also be considered as a

possible source of error in data analysis.. To use these norms Several trans-

formations had to be made in the scores oriwItially suppliedby the school

districts. Sihce the kind of transformationtnecessary varied ,according to

the tests used, it is likely that errors were made in arriving at the equiva.

lent Metropolitan Achievement test raw scores:1

Time of Test Administration

To determine when pre and post tests had been administered to project children,

the reports of districts serving fourth throbgh sixth grade reading students .

1Before the MAT raw score eguivaleAt could be identified, the raw scores
on some tests had to be converted to scaled scores, others had to ba converted
to grade egu6alent scores, etc.

9 :3
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wereanalyzEd.

Although the post test administration times'in these 157 distritts were primarily

clustered in the months of April and May, the pre test dates shOwed a much more

varied picture. The most popular pre test months (September and October) were

reported by less than half of.the school districts. A sizeable percentage of

the districts also reported a comblWation of pre and/or post test dates. This

was primarily caused by testing differen4p,grade levels at different times.,

TABLE 42

PERCENT OF DISTRICTS ADMINISTERING PRE AND POST TESTS BY TIME
OF TESTING, FOURTH -SIXTH GRADE,READING STUDENTS

FISCAL YEAR 1975

(..

Time Test Given Pre Test Post Test

/-
,Fall (September-November)

Winter (December-March)
Spring (April-June)

,

',Summer (July-August) ,

Combination
'Not Reported

Totals

49%
7%

19%

1%,
8%
16%

.1".

...

1%
77% .

1%

7%

12%,

100% )00%

The high percentage of Spring pre test dates is probably caused by schOol

distrigts,on a 5pring!'to Spring district testing schedule. However,the

Winter pre test dates reported by 11 districts is. difficult to reconcile

with the Fall project starting dates. Apparently several children are pre

tested well after the, start of the Title I program, or' are evaluated by a pre

test, given the preitious Winter (6-7 months before the start__-of the project).

In either case, the baseline for student performance could hardly be taken

ass reflective of student status at the start of the project. -Thus any cal-

culation'of pre-post test score- differences for these students could be6e.

taken as showing the amount of gain made by students durirrq their partici-

pation in the Title I project.

L

0."
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Anchor Norms:

, 4

The achievement of fifth and 'sixth grade students who were pre tested in the

Fall may'have been greater than it appeared through use of the Anchor norms.
1:

Since the pre test stanine scores -of fifth and sixth grade children were based

on the'Spring norms.for the .preceding grade level, and since the children

probably made'iome growth over the Summer.months,their pre test scores may

have been greater than they would have been if Fall norms had been .used.

It-would be difficult for children to show much gain during the project period

. if their pretestest stanine. was higher,than theix actual performance would warrant.

Expectancies'

.. It should be noted ithat the formulas used.for calculating students' prior and

0 .4
project rates did 5ot yield lower expectancies for children had lower

*

pre test revels. To shq an expected rate A achievement during the project
s.,,

I

`period,a student would have to increase his G.E. score by 0.10 G.E. each
.. -

.month,between pre ald past tests;and to have an expected prior rate of achieve-

kk

ment,a child would tave thave the expected grade equivalent score for his
. i . .

grade placement at the time of-his pre test. To, show an expected prior rate

A
of growth, childrenlL vino ha been retained in' a grade level would have to have

,

a grade equivalent, core corresponding to the -grade placement they would have,

been in if they hadlnot been retained. 'Those who feel that lower expectanCies

1

Approkimately 50% of these students were tested in the Fall.
2
Since Title I programs serve educationally deprived children it wpsn't

expected that children would show expected prior rates. However the aMount
of discrepancy between the expected prior rate and the observed prior rates
was of interest.

:3

IV
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should be set for underachieving children, will want to consider this in reading

the remainder of this report.

Test Levels

Although the level of the test administered to sample students in fiscal year

1975 was not analyzed, the previous statewide Title I evaluation showed that

the practice of testing Title I chillrelywith tests designed for children ifs

lower grade levels is not uncommon.
1

Thus the grade equivalent and stanine

scores repprted for these children may not be comparable to the scores reported

for childrenwlo were tested with a level of test designed for their actual

)

grade placemerit. Further, since the stanine scores are developed to compare a

students perfOrmance with the performance of other students in the same grade

level, the normal interpretation of the scores is questionable if children

have been down-tested. Since grade equivalent scores tend to also reflect

the performance of children in several grade levels, this se+d problem

should not affect the analysis which utilized grade equivalent scores.

Regression Toward The Mean
2

It is possible that many of the tests used to evaluate the achievement of

students during the project period were also used to select children to parti-

cipate in the Title I program. The gain scores of children who were selected

and evaluated by the same test would be greater than their actual gains would

warrant. Since student gain scores were not adjusted for regression, toward

the mean, and since the type of tests used to select and evaluate students was

not controlled, thismay be a serious limitation. /

1Twenty percent (20%) of the FY 1974 4th-6th grade sample students were
reportedly tested at a level below their actual grade placement.

2Regression toward the mean refers to the tendency of students who scored
low on a pre test to increase their scores on the post test even if their
achievement did not Amprove.
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Reading Achievement, Grades 1-3 and 7-12

Gains Per Grade Level.-The percent of 2nd-3rd and 7th-10th grade students gain-
.

ing at the expected rate of 0.10 G.E. per month prior to the project period

ranged from less than 1% to 16%. In comparison, the percent of 1-3rd and

7th-10th grade students gaining at the expected rate during the project period

ranged from 65% to 88%. The number of scores reported for 11th and 12th grade

students was too small to warrant separate-analysis.

Figure 18.-PERCENT OF FY 1975 SAMPLE READING STUDENTS GAINING AT AN
EXPECTED RATE (.10 GRADE EQUIVALENT PER MONTH)

Grade Level

First,

Second
)67%-

Percent of Students Prior Rate
Project Rate

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

16%

)69%

Third
I 65%

111111111111 18%

-I%
Seventh ---] 78%

Eigth
2%

) 71%

Ninth
76%

Tenth

4%

Total Grades!'

d

68%

88%
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Analysis of the mean prior and project rates for sample students showed, the

mean prior rate of growth for 2nd-3rd and 7th-10th grade students to range

from .05 to .07 G.E. per month;whereas the mean project rate of gain reported

for lst -3rd and 7th-10th grade students ranged from .14 to .24 G.E. per month.

The project rate scores reported for 8th and 10th grade students showed more

variance than the scores for the other grade levels, consequently the 95%

confidence interval for these grades covered a wider range of scores than did

the confidence intervals for the other gra,de levels.
1

With the exception of

3rd grade, the lowest range of the confidence interval for the mean project

rates were consistently at least twice as great as the highest range of the

confidence intervals for the mean prior rates.
2

TABLE 43

PRIOR AND PROJECT RATE MEANS AND CONFIDENCE LEVELS FOR MEANS

BY GRADE LEVEL, READING SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Grade

Level

Prior Rate Project Rate

N Mean 95% Confidence Interkial N Mean 95% Confidence Interval

1 - - N/A 374 .16

,15

,146-.167

.138-.1542 569 .06 .060-,067 589

3 529 .07 .067-.076 522

55

.14

,20

132-,148
i62-.229

7 63 .07 .048-.085

8 52 .05 .044-.057 48 .21 .160-,261 -

9 37 .05 ,045-.062 37 ,17 ,135 -.214

10 25 ,05 .043-,059 1 2424 .167-.311

To determine if the gains which children made during the Title I project we'e

significantly greater than-their prior rate of gain, a t test of paired means

was computed for grades 2-3 and 7-10. Since all of the computed t values for

these comparisons were significant at the .05 level, the null hypothesis that

1The smaller samples in these grades also affected the length of the con-

fidence intervals.

2The confidence levels were computed at the .05 level. Thus we can he 95;

confident that the values presented include the population mean (the mean that

would result from testing all, rather than a sample of, Title I students in a

specified grade level).
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the project rate was less than on equal to the prior rate was rejected.

TABLE 44

ANALYSIS OF MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PRIOR AND PROJECT GRADE
EQUIVALENT RATES BY GRADE LEVEL, READING SAMPLE

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Grade

Numbe' of Paired
Observations Mean Difference In Rates t Value

2 599 .08 19.87*

3 537 L07 14 48*

7 64 .11 5.83*

8 52 .15 6.29*

9 37 ,1'2 591 *'

10 25 .18 5,44*

*Shows t value significant at .05 level.

Gains of Lowest Achieving Students.-Data on both the prior rate of gain and

the project rate of gain was reported for 1,352 students.
1

Sixty-seven per-

cent (67%) of the 1,138 students who had gained less than .10 G.E. per month

prior to the project, reached or exceeded this expected rate of gain during

the project period. Nine percent (9%) of the children wh'o had shown less than

an expected prior rate of gain,almost reached the expected rate of gain (gain-

ing .08 to .09 G.E. per month during the project period), and 24% gained less

than .08 grade equivalent per month.-

r

1 Since this data was not tabulated by grade level, approximately seventy-

five 4th-6th graders were inadvertently included.



91

TABLE 45,

LOWEST ACHIEVING READING SAMPLE STUDENTS BY RATE OF GRADE
EQUIVALENT GAIN DURING THE PROJECT PERIOD

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Prior Rate Project Rate of Gain

of Gain 0-.04 .05-.07 .08-.09 .10-.15 .16-.20 .21-.29 .30+ Number

0-.04 67 46 3 112 82 62 37 439

,05-,07 fi 62 65 50 128 100 62 37 504

OP,-,09 20 18 24 56 32 30 15 195

Total 149 129 4 107 296 214 154 89 1138

% of Total l 11 11 ' . 9 26 19 14 8 100%

33% 67%

Gains In Different Enrollment Strata.-The prior and project rates of lst-12th

grade students were also analyzed according to the size of the enrollment in

their school district. This analysis did not show any large differences in

.the mean prior or project rates of children, in the three enrollment size

0oupincis (strata). The weighted means calculated from these three strata

yielded a project rate (0.1526 which was twice as large as the weighted prior

rate mean (.0654).

TABLE -46

PRIOR AND PROJECT RATE MEANS A;i0 CONFIDENCE LEVELS FOR MEANS

BY ENROLLMENT STRATUM, READING SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

.

-Fnrollment
Stratum N

Prior Rate Project Rate

Mean

Standard
Deviation

95%

Confidence
Interval N Mean

Standard
Deviation

95%

Confidence
Interval

l'Under 2.000 764 .07 .06 ,070-,078 916 .15 .10 ,140 -,153

*,000-4999 288 ,06 ,03 ,061 -.069 368 .15 09 144-.164

345.000. + 365 .06 .04 .054 -,064 443 ,16 .11 ,148-.169

Total , 1417 1727
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The t values computed on the prior and project means in each of the strata we

also significant at the .05 level,leading to a rejection of the null hypothesis

that the project rate was less than or equal to the prior rate.

TABLE 47

ANALYSIS OF MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PRIOR AND PROJECT GRADE EQUIVALENT
RATES BY STRATUM, READING SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Stratum
Number of

Paired Comparison
Mean

Difference t Value
1 ni J)R 22,11*
2 383 .10 18,28*
3 469 ,10 18,80*

*Shows t value significant at .05 level.

Gains by Years of Project Participation.-SChool distriCts reported that the

lst-3rd and 7th-12th grade reading sample students had participated in Title

I from 1 to 9 years. The average number of years of participation was 1.6

years.

TABLE "48

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF 1ST-3RD AND 7TH-12TH GRADE READING SAMPLE
STUDENTS BY YEARS OF PARTICIPATION IN TITLE I

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Years In Title I Number Percent

1 911 55%
2 499 30%
3 207 12%
4 24 1%

5 11 1%

6 7 -1%
7 - -

8 4 -.1%

9 .2 -,1%

Total 1,665 , 100%
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The likelihood of a student making expected gains during the project period dj.d not

appear to be related to'the number of years he or she,had participated in Title

I programs.

Figure 19. -- PERCENT OF 1ST-3RD AND 7711,02TH GRADE READING -SAMPLE

STUDENTS GAINING, .10 G.E. PER MONTH BY YEARS OF

TITLE I PARTICIPATION:FISCAL YEAR 1975

Years In Title I

1

10 20 30 40 '50 60 70 80 90 100

69%

2
68%

3' 59%

4 38%

5 73%

6
'86%

a
7

8

9

aNo children were reported,to have participated in Title I for 7 years.

Estimated Pre and Post Grade Placement.-Insofar as the prior rate index reflects

100%

the extent to which student scores differed from expected grade equivalent scores

0

for their grade placement, it can be used to estimate the actual,grade placement

of "students at the beginning of the project. The students rate of gain in the

project can then be used,to estimate grade placement students would show at-the

the beginning of the next grade.
1

Prior Rate = G.F. at Pre Test - 1.0 therefore

10 (YearS)

(Prior Rate (10 (Years)) ¢ 1.0) = G.E. at Pre Test.

By multiplying the project rate of gain by 10, and adding this answer to the

estimated pre test G.E., an estimate of the G.E. score which children would
show at the beginning of the next school year was obtained.

1 J
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Analysis of student prior and project rate scores in this manner indicated that

the amount of growth which students made during the project period greatly re-

duced the discrepancy between their estimated grade placement and their ex-,

petted grade placement. However, only in second and third grade was this re-
,

duction large enough to indicate that Title I students would be at (or close

to) the expected grade placement at the beginning of the next grade. Since

the prior rate scores showed Title I children in the higher grade levels to

be further behind their expected grade placement,it is not surprising that

they were also expected to be, further dehind their expected grade placeinent

tne beginning of the next (FY 1976) school year.

TABLE 49

COMPARISuN OF ESTIMATED AND EXPECTED GRADE PLACEMENT OF 2ND-3RD
AND 7TH-10TH GRADE READING SAMPLE STUDENTS

FISCAL YEAR 1975

trade
Levexbected

G.E. Crore Entering
!

Projec'

G.E.

Of

Score At Beginning
Next School

Estimated

Year

Discrepant
Reduction In
Discrepancy,Estinateda,Discrepancy Expected

2 2,0 1.6 I -0_4 3.0 3.1 +0.1 = +0.5
3,0 2,4 -0,6 4,0 3,8 -0,2 +0,4

7 7,0 5.2 -1:8 R,0 7,2 -0.8 +1,0
P il 0 4,5 -3,5 9,0 6.6 -2,4 +1.1

q 9,0 5,0 -4.0 10,0 6,7 -3 3 +0 7
in 10,0 5.5 -4_5 11.0 7,9 -3.1 +1.4

aEstimated G.E. = Prior Rate X (10(Years))+1.
b
Estimated G.E. (Estimated Pre Test G.E.) + 10 (Project Rate 7,0.

cReduction = (Discrepaky at Beginning of Next School Year) (Discrepancy
Entering Project).
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Figure 20.-COMPARISON OF DISCREPANCY BETWEEN READING SAMPLE STUDENTS EXPECTED
AND ESTIMATED GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES AT THE START OF THE TITLE

I PROJECT AND AT THE BEGINNING OF THE NEXT (FY1977) SCHOOL YEAR,

DisCrepancy In Grade
Equivalent Units '°

+1.0

+ .5

0

-0.5

-1.0

-1.5

-2,0

-2.5

-3.0

-3.5

-4;0

-4.5

- 5.0

- 5.5

G.E. at:Beginning of
Next School Year

G.E. at Start of
Project

At Expected G.E. Score

3 7

Reading Achievement Grades 4, 5, and 6

8 10 Grade
Level

Fourth Grade.-Since the Anchor norms did not provide any method for analyzing

the pre'test scores of fourth rode students, only their post test scores were

,o .
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tabulated.
1

The total reading scores for fourth grade children showed 9%

scoring above average, 73% making average scores, and 18% scoring below average.

In comorehension;10% scored above average, 63% made average.scores,and 27%

scored below average. Fourth grade students scored the highest on the vocabu-

lary subtests (44% above avdhge, 41% average and 15% below average).

Filure 21.-- PERCENT OF FOURTH GRADE BEADING SAMPLE STUDENTS By.
POST TEST STANINE AND TEST. TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Above
Ayerage

Post Test 1

0 , 5 16 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Stanine

9

7

Average

6

5

Below
Average

2

1 gm Total Reading

Comprehension

C-7%1 Vocabulary

I I

1For further information on the Anchor test norms see; Loret, Peter G.;

ceder, Allan; Bianchini, John. C.; and Vale, Caroi A.; Anchor Test Study Equiva-

lence and Norms Tables for Selected Reading Achievement Tests, Washington, .C.;

"Government Printing,0ffice, 1974.
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F.Afth and Sixth .Grade. -In au1yzing 5th-,6th student scores, the number of -4

children staying at the same stanine,or gaining 1 or more' stanines, was used
. .

2 .

as the stndard of expetted progress. Since the.sample response for 5th
,

the sample
n

.

....
.

,
. . . L

grade total reading scores was too-small to adequately represent the students ''
...

served, only vocabulary and comprehension scores were used. These scores

showed that 745% to'83% of the camp /t students made expected progress during

the project period, In sixth grade, the number of students showinnexpected

gains ranged from 60% to 95% depending upon the type of test used.

TABLE 50

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF FIFTH AND SIXTH GRADE READING SAMPLE STUDENTS

BY STANINE GAIN OR LOSS AND TEST TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Fifth Grade

.

Gain or Loss

Vocabulary Comprehension TtlReading_
Number Percent NumberPercent Number Percent

Loss of 1 or more stanines 17% L9) 25% (11)

N/A
,

No change , » 40% (21) 27% 112)
(7).Intrease "by_ 1 stanine 22% (12) 16%

Gaih of 2 orMore stanines 21% (11) 32% (14)

Total - 100%. 53' 100% 44

Sixth Grade

191sof14LEorestanines 5% (2) 39.5% L. (13) . 17% (4)

No change (5) 39.5% (13) . 12% . (3)

Increase by 1 stanine . (7) , '6% (2 12% (3)

Gain of 2 or More '425) 15% (5) 58% (14)

Total 100% 39 100% 33 100% 24
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'Mathematics'Achievement, Grades 1-12
4

Gains Per Grade Level.-Seventy pgrcent (70%) of the lst-8th grade mathematics

%
sample ttudents gained .10 or more grade equivalent (G.E.) per month during

the project period, but only .17% of the 2nd-8th grade sample students had shown

this rate of gain prior to the project period. The proportion of students
4 :e

showing an:expected prior rate of gain decreased as grade level increased.

Since the sample response for gradeslo..)9-12 was too small,to adequately represent

the students served, these grades were not analyzed separately.
I

,

Figure 22.--PERCENT OF FY 1975 MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS GAINING
. .10 GRADE EQUIVALENT PER MONTH BY GRADE LEVEL

Grade Levela

4

First

Second

Third

Fourth

-Fifth.

Sixth

Severth

Eight.

Total (Grades
1-12)

Prior Rate

Ex t Rate

Percent of Students

;)0 10 .20 30 40 50 60 70 80' 90. 100

1111=11=1129. 64%

175%

18%
173%

15%
68%

9%

ism 9% 171%
.

sit_4%

x

54%°

181%

17%
170%

aThe number of students reported in, grades 9-12 was too smal# to con-

stitute an adequate sample. Ninth through 12th,, grade children are included

in the total however.

1.J 7
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The mean prior rates for 2nd-8th grade sample students ranged from .06 to .09

G.E.,per month,whtreas the mean project rates for lst-8th graders ranged for

.14 to .19 G.E. per month. The 95% confidence levels for the prior-and project

means indicate that the difference' between mathematics students%prior and

_1

'project means was not as marked as that observed in the reading* sample students.

Only irf fifth grade was the lower limit of project, rate confidence interval twice

the value of the upper limit of the prior rate confidence interval.

TABLE°51'<

PRIOR AND PROJECT RATE MEANS AND CONFIONCE INTERVALS FOR MEANS'

BY GRADE LEVEL, MATHEMATICS ,SAMPLE, FUICAL YEAR 1975

,

Grade

Level

' ,

I Mean

-

Prior Rate .

N Mean

Project Rate

Standard
Deviation

95%..

Confidence
Interval

Standard
beviation

'95%
Confidence
Interval

1

..,4___

- '', - - 117 .18 11 . -, .158-,197

2 182, .09 ,10 ,074-.104 180 ,14 ' ,11 122-.154

3 190 ' .08 .10 070-,098 188 ,17 ,13 149;1854,,

4 118 .0P .08 .065-,093 115 .16 .14. _137.190
-.139-.185

5 8P .07 ,03 .062-.076 82 .16 .1.0

6 64 I ,Oil .08' .055-.095 59 ,17 .11 ,140,198
092- 241

.136-;250
7 27' .06 ,06 ,038 -,087 24

26

.17

.19

17
,14'8 28 .07 ,11 .023-.114

To test the significance of the differences between prior and project rate mean

a t test for paired observations was computed for grades 2-8. Since each of

the t values was significant at the .05 level, theipull hypothesis that the

project rate mean was less than or equaT .to the prior rate Mean was rejected
4`,

for each grade level.

'Since the confidence intervals were computed at the 95% level, the prob-

ability is 95% that the population mean (the mean that would result from testing

all children in a specified grade level) would' be'greater than- the )owr value,

bit less than the upper value,of the confidence interval.

1 j -11t.
^-t

to,

d

r oh

S

4
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TABLE 52

ANALYSIS OF MEAN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS'
PRIOR AND PROJECT GRADE EQUIVALENT RATES PER GRADE LEVEL

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Grade -Number of

Level , Paired Observations

Mean Difference
In Rates t Value

,

2 192 05 5 11*

193 .08 8,44*

4 118 .08 7.22*

5 89 .09 7,81*

6 64 .09 4.78*

7 27 .09 2.80*

29 . .11 4,19*

*Shows t value significant at .05 level.

Gains of Lowest Achieving Students. -Both prior and project rate of gain scores

were reported for 708 'students. These scores showed that 69% of the students

who had gained less than .10 G.E. per month prior to the project period gained

.10 or more G.E. per month during the project period, ten p&rcent (10%) of the

children who had shown less than the expected prior rate of gain almost reached

"the expected rate of gain (gaining .08 to .09 G.E. per 'month), and 21% were

significantly below the expected gain (gaining 0 to .07 G.E. per month).

TABLE 53

LOWEY ACHIEVING MATHEMATICS STUDENTS BY PROJECT AND PRIOR RATES
OF GRADE EQUIVALENT GAIN, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Prior
t Project Rate

Date I 0-.G4 .08-.09 1 .10-.15

i,,f,4

.05-,07

,OP-,09

Total

ED-cent

18 15

32. 34

19 9

69 5F

(12) (10)

15 t 51

29 84

14 43

58 178

(10) (30)

16-.20 .21 -. ?9

33 i 29

37 37

.30+ Total

20 181

24 277

18 i
16 12 131

88 82 56 589

(151 (14) (9)' (100 °,)

1;ains of students In Different Enrollment Strata.-Analysis of the prior and

project rates of gain of sample students according to their school district

1 ,)
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enrollment size did not show any marked differences in the prior or project

achievement rates of students in different size school districts.

TABLE 54

PRIOR AND PROJECT RATE MEANS AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS FOR MEANS

BY SCHOOL DISTRICT ENROLLMENT SIZE, MATHEMATICS SAMPLE
FISCAL YEAR 1975

Prior Rate

95%

Project Rate

95%

Standard Confidence Standard !Confidence

Stratuma N Mean' Deviation Interval N Mean Deviation Interval

1_, ; 452 _08; _10 _075,093 4 94 16 _12 150-_112_
.;

7 i 111 OR JD67_ 0R9 1511 17 12 150- 190
..fla

3 1 167 ,U6 j ,04 .057-.070 176 .16 ,11 .140-.173

aDistricts in stratum 1 enrolled less than 2,000 students, districts in

stratum 2 enrolled 2,000-4,999 students, and districts in stratum 3 enrolled

5,000 or more students.

The project rate of gain was significantly greater than the prioxy rate of

:lain in each of the three strata.

TABLE 55

ANALYSIS OF MEAN DIFFERENCE IN PRIOR AND PROJECT RATES BY SCHOOL

ENROLLMENT SIZE, MATHEMATICS SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

School District

Strata 1 Enrollment Size

1 ' Under 2.000
2 000-4.:999

; 5:000 + 1

1
167

*
`_*hows t value significant at .05 level.

Mean Difference

Number of Paired ; Between Prior

Observations 1 and Project Rates j t Value

526
i

,03 13,92*

170 .10 9,47*

,06 i 18.36*

Gains by Years of Participation.- 9istricts reported that the mathematics cam 'e

students had participated in Title I from 1 to 6 years. The average number of

years of partiriDat;on was 1.R years.
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TABLE 56

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS BY YEARS OF
PROJECT PARTICIPATION, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Years of Participation Number Percent

1 397 49%
2 226 28%
3 129 16%
4 43 5%

5 15 2%

6 3 4-1%

Total 813 100%

Although a greater proportion of first year participants were reported to make

expected gains during the project period, there was little difference in the

proportion of second through sixth year participants making expected gains.

Figure 23.--PERCENTAGE OF MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS GAINING
.10 GRADE EQUIVALENT PER MONTH BY YEARS OF
PROJECT PARTICIPATION, FISCAL YEAR 1975

Years of
Participation 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Percent

20 30 40 50 60 70 SO 90 10n
A

64%

101111.11111.1.111.11.111111111111111MM 68%

58%

66%

66%

76%

Estimated Grade Placement.-The mean prior and project rates of 2nd-8th grade

children were used to estimate the students pre test grade placement. This

estimated pre test placement then served as a basis for estimating the grade

placement children would show at the beginning of the next (FY 1976) school

I ,
1
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year.
1 This analysis indicated that the gains which students made during the

project clearly reduced the discrepancy between their estimated grade placement

and their expected grade placement. In the cases of 2nd, 3rd, and 4th grade,

the analysis indicated that students had made sufficient gains to be at (or

close to) their expected grade placement at the beginning of the next school

year. Since the students in 5th through 8th grade were further behind their

expected grade placement at the start of the project, it isn't surprising that

the gains which they made were not great enough to indicate they would reach

the expected grade placement.at the beginning of the next school year. How-

ever,the amount of reduction in the discrepancy between their estimated and

the expected grade placement was as great (or greater) than that which was

noted in the lower grade levels..

TABLE 5 7

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED AND EXPECTED GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
AT PRE TEST AND AT BEGINNING OF FY 1976 SCHOOL YEAR BY

GRADE LEVEL, MATHEMATICS SAMPLE, FISCAL YEAR 1975

r
Type of Score
Estimated

Expected
Difference

Estimated
Expected
Difference

Change

Grade Level

4 5 --T-7-1 7 r---8
Grade Equivalent (6,E0 at Pre Test

1,9 2,6 3,4 3.8 5.0 4.6

2.0

-0,1

3.0
-0;4

4.0

-0,6

5,0

-1,2

6.0
-1,0

7.0

-2,4

G,E, at Beginning of Next School Year
3.3

3,0

4.3
4.0

1 5,0
1 50

15.4

6.0

6,7'

7.0

6.3
8,0

+0,3 ! +0,3 1 .0 -0.6 -0,3 -1,7

Reduction in Amount of Discrepancy
Between EstimAted and ExPected_GE.

+0,4 i +0,7 i +0.6 +0:6 1 +0,7 ! +0.7

5.9
8 0
-2,1

Pre Test G,E. - 1,0
1 Since the prior rate mean = 10 (Years in school) the pre test G.E. was

estimated as = (Prior rate 7(10 (Years)). This estimated pre test G.E. was

added to the project rate X and multiplied by 10 to estimate the students grade

placement at the beginning of the next school year.
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Figure 24 ...COMPARISON OF DISCREPANCY BETWEEN EXPECTED iND ESTIMATED GRADE.
PLACEMENT OF MATHEMATICS SAMPLE STUDENTS AT THE START OF THE

TITLEA PROJECT AND AT THE BEGINNING OF THE NEXT SCHOOL YEAR

,

Discrepancy (In
Grade, Equivalent

Units)

+1:0

+ .5

+0.3 +0.3

L 1 At Start of Project

Beginning of Next School Year

G.E. At Expected Level

-0.4

2 3 4

I .5

-0.3

5 6 7 8

Grade LeVel*
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

Needs Assessment

The fact that only half, of the sample districts assessed student need for

psychomotor skill instruction, social work, guidance or psychological services;

and the fact that almost none of the sample districts assessed student health

needs, indicates that districts should be encouraged to consider students'

needs in these areas as well as in the areas of reading and\mathematics. The

marked decline in the number of districts offering supportive services since

FY 1968 also supports this recommendation.

Target Area Selection

The size of the Title I allOcation in Wisconsin clearly is not large enough

to justify operating a program in each Title I eligible school. The high

proportion of Title I eligible and senior high schools whiCI did not operate

projects (82% and 91% respectively), indicates that additional funds are

needed to make Title I services available to these children.

Summer School Projects

Although the percent of summer school students who had been served in the

regular year project offered by their district (52.1%) increased by 1.6% from

FY 1974 to FY 1975, it was still far below a desirable level. The SEA Title

I staff will continue to encourage districts operating summer projects to give

priority to serving the same students who were served during the regular school

year.

1
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The large amount of money which is devoted to transportation in the summer

(46% of all expenditures for supportive services) plus the limited time

available to work with students during the. summer (5.5 weeks versus 34.8

weeks during the regular school year), indicate that the decision to

operate .,a summer, rather than a regular year, program may be questionable.

The six districts which did so will be counseled to 'reconsider their plans

for FY 1977.

O

Selection of Participants

Title I projects in the higher grade levels appeared as effective as those in

the lower grade levels in reducing the discrepancy between Title I students

achievement and the level of achievement expected for non-disadvantaged students.

However, since the children served in the upper grade levels were much further

below expected achievement at the start of the project, the gains which they

made during the project period were not sufficient to indicate that they would

be close to expected performance at the start of the next school year. Children*

in the upper grade levels would have to receive Title I services for several

years in order to reach expected performance levels, and most children currently

participate in Title I for less than 2 years; thus, the policy of giving

priority to serving children in the early elementary grades should be continued

as it appears necessary for Title°I programs to have the greatest impact on re-

ducing the population of educationally disadvantaged children.

The test scores of reading and mathematics sample students showed a small

proportion of students to be at, or close to, expected achievement levels at

the start of the project period. In an effort to prevent the need for re-

mediation, districts may have served early elementary children who they felt
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would be below expected achievement in the future. However, since there are

many children who are actually below expected achievement levels, districts

will be reminded to give priority to serving children who actually are below

expected achievement,levels. If the Title rallocation in a school, dtstrict

is greater than needed to serve all of the lower elementary students who are

'below expected,performance levels, the district will be encouraged to expand

its program into the higher grade levels. The policy of emphasizing service

to lower elementary students. will be continued. However caution will be taken

noeto do so.at the exOense.of upper elementary students whose need for assistance

is outstanding.

Non-Public Student Services

Since the proportion of non-public students who participated in Title I was

slightly less (4%) than would be expected (based on the estimated proportion

of educationally deprived non-public children residing in Title Ltarget areas),

districts will be encouraged to expand Title I services to eligible non-public

school children.

Program Design

The number of children reported in need of special instruction in mathematics

was only 6% less than the number needing assistance in reading, but the number

of children receiving mathematics instruction was 40% less than the number

receiving reading instruction; thus districts will be encouraged to consider

student needs for service in mathematics.
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Given the restraints of the supplanting guideline, the hours of Title I in-

struction offered to pupils appears to be adequate. However, since the analysis

of these hours in comparison to the pupil-teacher ratios showed that small group

instruction and/or the use of teacher aides were included.in calculating the

hours of instruction, and since the pupil-teacher ratios themselves were quite

high, the amount of time which Title I children are able to receive assistance

from a Title I teacher will be considered in reviewing individual Title I

Applications.

Inservice Training

Title I regulations state that all Title I teacher aidds should be provided

inservice^training; yet school districts reported that only 68% of the rewlar

school year and 27% of the summer school teacher aides received Title I funded

ifiservice training. Although it is possible that the school districts financed

the inservice training for the other aides, or that informal training which did

not necessitate Title I expenditures Was offered, this apparent discrepancy

implies that the requirement related to training for teacher aides needs to be

emphasized.

Evaluation

The information gathered on the time of test administration, and a review of

the contents of, local narrative evaluation reports, indicate that assistance

is needed in planning evaluation procedures and in writing final evaluation

reports, The evaluation plans set forth in Grant Applications will again be

reviewed and workshops on writing evaluation reports will be offered. Districts

which have enough money to do so will be encouraged to utilize outside eval-

uators; and all districts will be encouraged to finalize their evaluation

1 1.7
\\
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reports by the state reporting dates, so that they can be reviewed before the.

next fiscal year project is approved.

v

1 ,.c3

4.
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APPENDIX I

'REPORTING FORMS

%WA oNSIN 1)1 1)A TM( NT 01 IC INSTRUCTION

TITLE I ESEA ANNUAL EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE- SECTION

I (16),) 2 19)

EVALUATION OF 1974.75 ESEA TITLE I P

NAME Of PE ETSON COMI'LI TINE; I ORM I. AST

AUDIO `).!))

RAMS PAGE 1

FIRST INITIAL :TELEPHONE
AREA EXCH ,NUMBER

-IS YOU14 I I II I I PROGRAM PART OF A COOPERATIVE
PROD( CI ' 4Clil CK ON) ) (CC 7)

; 1 VI 7 1 I No

CITY

IF YES, INDICATE NAME OF COOPERATIVE HERE

STATE ZIP CODE

I I YPT nl tITtI I PROGRAM (CHECK ONE) ICC 8) It

I r 141 GUAR YI AR ONLY

2 suMmT 14 PROTECT ONLY

130 NT RI GULAR YEAR AND SUMMER PROJECTS (INCLUDE DATA ON REGULAR AND SUMMER PROJECTS IN ONE QUESTIONNAIRE)

2 1 NTRITLI. ME Ni Of STUDENTS IN YOUR TITLE I PROJECT (CHECK ONE) (CC 9)

1 C 1 ITT GULAR Y1 AR PROGRAM OPERATED IN A LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

i 1
1 4.UMME R PlitTGELAY OPF RATED IN A LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

) CO111 MAT trLAIT YEAR AND SUMMER PROGRAM OPERATED IN A LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

CHART A.

SCIIQOL
vpr

(Code 1, cc 1) (Code 1, cc 9) REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR TITLE PARTICIPANTS (Grade Code In =11012)

Pro KGN 1ST 2ND .3RD 4-TH 5-TH 6-TH 7-TH 8-TH ..TH 10-TH 11 TH 12-TH Other
School (1001 1111) 1122) (133) (144) (155) (166) (177) (188) (199) (200) (201) (202) (203)

1080)

TOTAL
(204)

PIM) IC
c 1 116)

NON -
PUBt IC
ILL 17 20)

CHART B.

TYPI

P11111

lo 1 1 16)

tION
14011 IC

c 1120)

(Code 2, cc 1) (Code 2, cc 9) SUMMER SCHOOL TITLE I PARTICIPANTS (Grade Code In cc-10.12

Pro KGN 1 ST 2 ND 3RD 4TH 5-TH
School
10801 (100) (111) (122) (133) 1,144) (155)

6-TH
(166)

7-TH
(177)

8 -TH
1188)

9-TH
(199)

10 -TH
(200)

11-TH 12-TH
(201) 1202)

Other
(203)

TOTAL
(204)

CHART C.

Yrf

I 141,1

o I T 161

NON
P1)1)1 IC

o 17 701

(Code 3, cc 1) (Code 3, cc 9) CONTINUI NG STUDENTSIGrade Code In cc-10.12)

Pre)
KGN I ST

'10410) .11001 11111
2 NO
1122)

3RD
1133)

4 TH
(144)

5TH
(165)

6 TN
(166)

7 TH
1177)

8TH 9TH
(188) (199)

10 TH
(200)

11 TH
(201)

12 Ttl
1202)

Other
12031

TOTAL
(2041

IA CHART C ENTER THE II OF SUMMER STUDENTS 610 WERE CONTINUING FROM THE REG. YR. PROJECT



TITLE I ESEA EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE-SECTION I

3 PERSONNEL lCorf 1

DIRECTIONS REFER FO YOUR TI ELE I ESEA BUDGET ANALYSIS IPIIS-ES-18 Rev 3-73), AND ENTER THE NUMBER OF PERSONNEL WHO

WERE FUNDED BY TITLE I DURING THE 1974 76 PROJECT PERIOD. DO NOT ENTER ANY FRACTIONS ON THIS REPORT I-F A PERSON WORKED

THAN FULL TIME ENTER A "1" UNDER THE "PART,TIME" COLUMN IF ANY PERSONNEL WORKED IN BOTH YOUR RECyl.ILAR YEAR AND

Y1)4144 ';OMME R PROGRAM, COUNT THEM ONLY IN THE COLUMN LABELED "80TH".

111

PAGE 2

Cf .(//
1,,
10 I ,,

po.,ItioN
..

T
REGULAR YEAR SUMMER PROJECT 00TE

FULL TIME PART TIME FULL TIME PART TIME FULL TIME .PART TIME
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o11 i (I ACHII\A, Pfif KINDE IR,ARIEN

011,' n ACIIIN() KINN_ IIGAIITEN
s

0)11' II A( )IAN,. I 1 I mI NlARY

1)01 II At ION(' ;;E('ONI)AiiY -

4 It Y, if Al MINI, f/ANDIEAPPED()NLY
.

(1114, II Al HE It AIDE

1)0/ 4 I BRAMAN

44011 1 'BRAMAN AIDE

(ti+ .41P1 10/1',11/N

Ill) 1/110.1,1 AND klANAGE ADMIN I
r.

MI )
« )(INS) I ING

..

III; 1",Y( 18 )1 c)1,1',I

III t If '.111\11, e

tH 1 1, I 1y1)RY is

1111, f I( 'JUAN'S

1), ",,y4 I WA

f 0 / i'44Nr",1(,1AN

, )- 1`,i T I , 4

,,
.,,

(4(4 ()) 1,4 TAI H r(AF t,11',; w.

(1'1) 1 f ft Al

,4,'I , .441, 41 .

, ., 4, 4Mt VI',.111)ft.,

44 ,1'4 1 ( 0 I 0) )1API:>1

, ;I I 0.11' ( f 10.. NON SAt A R)E 01



112

SECTION I--TITLE IESEA EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

4 PAW NT ADVISORY COUNCIL PART A (CODE 5, cc 1) (CODE 4 cc 91

4

PAGE 3

iN0it A1 t Tett NUMBER OF THE FOLLOWING PERSONS THAT SERVED AS VOTING MEMBERS OF `10OR PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL

)1)1 NUMB! 11
10 13 1+.) PERSONNEL CATEGORIES

111)1

4/0 1

004

0014

110),

00/
011P

4)(141

010

1 PARE NI', ( HIE DIU N WHO ARE PARTICIPATING IN TITLE I PROJ1('TS

1 PAH) NIS 01 1 MI ORE N WI40 ARE NOT PARTICIPATING BUT WHO ARE F LIG IBLE 1O lAti ICIPAT I

I NUN ',oat INSTRUCT IONAL PE RSONNF L.

NON Polit IC SCH001. ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNPL

putt' ie SC)I(>Ot INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL.

PUB) IC SCHOOL ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL.

COMMUNI I Y RE PRESENTATIVES

'.CtIoOl BOARD MEMBERS
ftEPFtf SENT'ATivt S F ROM OTHER FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS.

HEPRI SI NTAIIVE,9 FROM COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES.
RAW NI ADvP,Olty COUNCIL PART (COPE 5. cc (CODE 5. Cc-9) 4

4 014 NUMBER
, 1;1' 111'11

QUESTION

HoW MANY LOCAL DISTRICT PARENT ADVISORY MEETINGS DID YOU HAVE DURING THE PROJECT PERIOD

ooTtsL.Hoot UI .TiticT IS A MEMBER OF A COOPERATIVE TITLE. I PROJECT. HOW MANY PAC MEE TINGS DID YOU

V

ATTEND FOR TEIIS000PE RATIVE PROJECT'

"'A11( NT A)vI0c Bt COUNCII PAILI C (CODE 5. cc 11 (CODE G, cc 9)

it
(.1 10

I 110 NI
1,1) I I 15)

APP114)XIMATT I Y WHAT PERCE NT AGE OF THE TOTAL TIME SPENT IN THESE MEL TIN(S WAS DEVOTED TO TFIL
f OLE OWING AC TIVII `1" (THE TOTAL SHOULD EQUAL 100:1

001 PItos001 PARE NIS WI III INFORMATION ON THE GUIDELINES AND REGULATIONS FOR TITLE I LSE A

01/, ',C111IBIN(, TIIF TI1I I I PROGRAM IN OPERATION IN YOUR LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

Ill VI) WING THE riTt 1 I PROJECTS IN OPERATION IN OTHER SCHOOL DISTRICTS.

1104 Pl ANNtiN(, 1)11 NI X T TITLE tpROJECT TO BE INITIATED IN YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT

V,4 ab, I iN III) Tir k E I PFIOJECT IN OPERATION DURING Tilt CURRENT PROJECT YEAR IN YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT

A',',EsSINH STUDENT NEEDS

410/ II) II (Pt I As( sP1 CIF

IUO 4.0 I Al

" . 0 1 ,1011 0 1 1 ) 1 ) 3 4 1 IN, , I F 11',ON', 1411111N 113) EATI GortiEs k E.it 0 FUR 00E_STIoN 4,1B SUM To ITIPolt I I Acil PI 11S0,N IN 1111 SAMI

l .14 ,If) WA ,Hi fort il I) 10 BE IN Wilt N YOU Dt St Rim D Youri PAttEN I ADviSo.rty «HIM II MI MItt 11'.1111, UN

,r (III T Tt. t APPt II Ai 1, s.noornfo NATIFIATiVt COUNT t ACII PAC MI M01 It O'N't oNt

/ VA)11 Nt ANVI'I)1, C1')10(,11 PA1111)3( NM 0 er 1) (CODE / (1; 9)

IN ft',I,A( A11 1,, WC) 101) HAVE ' (CHI CK ONI i (CODE 1, 2 3. cc 10)
A ()1'AM( i v^/I))1 IARI N E WITH ADVISORY CO,UNCIL TOR TITLE I

rt f I PART NI Attvi;*.oity GouNcit A I' 1 ACti TITLE I SCHOOL
3111111 A )1 f1 i1( I Will) AND INDIVIDUAL. SCHOOL TITLE I PARENT ),10vISOILY COUNCILS

1)11111 ,111I( T 11A', ON) ), 1 1111 1 r.CtiooL CHECK NO c BOTH'

1



SECTION I,HITLE ESEA'EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
STATISTICAL DEVIIPTION 4F TITLE I PROG np.m- DIRECTIONS

GENERAL OsIRECiTIONS

113

t 4

I HI 1 ($1 t. ilAm I', tPAGES AND 6), YOU ARE A'SKE 0 TO PROVIDE A DESCRIPTION OF YOUR TITLE I PROGRAM II YOU H LVI ,

A it/ A/1 YF AH r110» CF COMPLt E1 ()NI Y PAD/ 5 IF YOU HAVE ONLY A SUMMER PROJLCI. COMPLE 71- ONLY PAGE 6 IF YOU

HAvt , oil GHt (lit )1 AR P/tOJI t T AND A SUMMER PROJECT, COMPLF TE BOTH PAGE. t. AND lt TO COMM. E 1 E THE INFORMATION

,40 I 1,0N I11II I t tipot yttt.1 Wit t NEE 0 70.11EI III TO PAGE 6 OF YOUR APPLICATION FOR GRANT TO MEET THE SPECIAL '
EDUCATION NEEDS OF EDUCATIONALLY, DEPRIVED CHILDREN (PIIS-ES 151 DO NOT iNCLDUI A DI SCRIPTtuN OF l'RoJECT PIIAS1

I I1, \I AIR $ $(010 1) BY NoN I II t 1 I ONO;, THE FOLLOWING IS A DESCRIPTION OF THE INFORMATION MIL/ESTEE) IN EACH Of TM

'1".1%'. ,1 I HI HARTS Pt ASI It! AD 1 HESE DIREcTIONS BEFORE COMPLETING THESE CHARTS,

COLUMN I, NUMBER OF CHILDREN

cl_t,t ti Feet if tIAt NitmittH ttl TITLE I CHILDREN THAT RECEIVED THIS SEFIVICE IN YOUR TITLE I PROGRAM, L VEIN IF THE SE R vi'CL

0/ 1 I Hi D 1't 1 lit t 11110 I OH PART 01 110 YEAR, IF A CHILD WAS INVOLVED IN MORE THAN ONE PHASE OF YOUR PROJECT. Ile,

WII $ $$1 r HI1F/ IF 0 MDR/ T HAFItONCI RI PORT PUBLIC AND NON PUBLIC STUDENTS SEPAR/V11 LY. CHILDREN RESIDING IN INSTITLI

N. 1 $ 11C T1 I 1N1) Dt (NOM Ni CHILDREN IIHOULD BE REPORTED IN COLS IA ONLY ct

r:OLUMN 1 AMOUNT FUNDS
It4 tt 111 APPLICATION (PAGE 41 AND DS( 11 At, A 01.11D1 LINE TO RE PORI THE Tof At AMOUNT 01 I 1 T LI I F UND'; DOIND

as 1 ,t I NI iv, , t AItIi, ovt.11 ti AND ( GRANT F ANDS) t XPE NOLO AND/OR ENCUMBERED BLTVVEE N THE ER GINNING ANDf NDINp.

hi, I t -t iutirw tit t t tN 1-111'014I NiI THE AMOUNT OF FKtf)NOs FOR EACH PHASE YOU SHOULD ACCOUNT FOR THE TOTAL

4 1'1 11011 ,MAUI WI 111 TITLE I. ESEA FUNDS. THIS ME ANS THAT EXPENDITURE CATEGORIES SUCH AS DIA0Not,I;, SHOULD 1I

PI I','HIi 0 IINI) It 1111 I'M HI t I l'11Ast Foil WHICH THEY WERE DONE. IF 1 HE DIAGNOSIS COvERLD SEVERAL PROJECT PHASE

't AND mA1 111 MATIcS) PRORATE Till COST AND E NTER IT UNDER EACH OF THE APPROPFIDNTI PHASEZi I RING 111 NI III'S,

$.r1' /AI ,1.1 MI1 Y AND At 0 PHI It ,UCH F XPL NoiTuRES SHOULD ALSO BE REPORTED UNDER 141E PRoJt CT PHA$Es t wtql4 till Y
,^.11 $11 I tN N1)1 0 ADMINI',T FIAT I VI AN!) sh/11 RVISORy I XPENSLeSHOULD ALSO BE PRORATED 10 INCLUDE E ACIII,HOJLcT PHASE

$ W111( 11'.CIIViCt SWI RI (VI I III D HSI CODE 0330TH/ R EXPENDITURES TO ENVER ONLY THAT MON! Y WII' LI ,ANNOT BE

trl IA II I) I n F Ili PROP!0 It PHASt t IST1 D II YOU sHoW.ExPENOITURES OF TITLE I MONLY IN COLUMN 2 F OR A PROJE CT

itf AIM i II 1 IN 1111 C(MFAI S1,0NOINt, INFORMATION IN COLUMN 1, 3.4 AND S WHEN YOU ilAVF COMPLA TtDI HE INFORMATION

1 "It AI t 1'RA $1 '$'1$$ IrA E rEIE MoNf Y IN COt UMN 2, THIS TOTAL SHOULD NOT EXCEED THE TOTAL TITLE 1 At LOCATION roR 1,11475

Pt 1 it'd I PEHI I 1 XPI ND11D11(1, 10 2 (11 CIMAL PLACES II,E $13 50 AS 13.50. 2009:88 AS 2009 MD

COLUMN 3 NUMBER OF TITLE I STAFF

Jr.( f ,/N INOIVIDt$A1 `,,ACF MBE ft MAY HAVE WORKED IN MORE THAN ONE I'tIASE OF YOUR PROD( CT, A SINGLE STAFF MI.MBIS

I't it/Nil O MoRf 1 )IAN ()NCI HOWE VER, PLEASE LIST ONLY TITLE I STAFF MEMBERS THAT WERE ( rE SPECIFIC

,t.r.ittit I I Y 1 I ffl WWI I ME NT ING ERIS PHASE AND WILK) WORKED IN THE PROJECT PHASE ON A REGULAR BASIS. FOR PHASE 340

IDitt I ) f Nil It 1111 NUMB! H OF TITLE I STAFF WHO RECEIVED TITLE I FUNDED INSERVICE TRAINING

COLUMN 4 HOURS DEVO1 ED TO THE PHASE PER PUPIL.

Dr$ r 0,10I1 ',1(001 O t (/1/A1 'iNEME/H 11 OF HOUtIS PE R DAY PER PUPIL) X (NUMBER OF DAYS PER WEEK 011ASE WAS 01 FE RI DI X

0`.111I II eti Alf f K', IRE PING RAM PHA'S) WAS OFFERED) EXAMPLE. IF ART WAS OFFERED 1 1101711 PER DAY 3 DANS A WEI K

I )0 WI f r s t l l (10) 10 01-101,MS IF A PHASE WAS OFFERED 7 HOUBS A DAY, 5 DAYS A WEEK FOR 36 WI 1 K11. 1111 NUMBIII

ty ti $$1*, fJt rUl U III 12,0 0 11 1`, 1 XPI C41 0 THAT F I ACTIVITIES WOULD BE OFFER/ 0 FOR LESS TIME THAN 126 0 HOURS

ft{ f$$ >ft 1 AN",WL ft', TO 1 111 CIMA1 I 1 10 I 2 HOURS AS 10 b. ETC FOR PHASE CODE 034 INSERVICE FOR STAFF [NUR 1111 NUMBI U

of $101$T1', IN',1 ItVICI l'ItAINiN,D,PROVIDFD FOR TITLE I STAFF FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU HAD A 1 HOUR INS! RVICI SI SSION ()NCI

MoN 111 f 1'1'41 4 rtioNf$11', '11 . 11 14) 4110DFIS YOU WOULD ENTER 4 HOURS IN COLUMN 3 FOR -f HE PROPER STAF F MI MBE IV. WHO

;V$ 10 r HAIN$
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SECTION 1:TITLE IESEA EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
. .

It Ist (LAI It( SCINI' I ION OF III LE I PPOG RAM REGULAR YEAR PROJECTS IREF ER TO DIRECTIONS ON PAGE 4)
(COO 49

PAGE b.

1 A. 1.6 1 C 2 3 4,

PI/As( NUMBER OF CHILDREN AMOUNT
NUMBER OF STAFF HOURS

l-OD('' Ptiott CT PHASE NON Neglected OF TEACHER PER
PUBLIC PUBLIC AIDESand FUNDS TEACHERS OTHER PUPIL

, 10 1.1 . Deltoduent

(Cc 13 16) (cc 17 20) (cc 21 24) (cc-25 31) (cc 32 35) (cc-36-39) (cc 40 43) (cc 44 47)

001 Art or Music $

002 Business Education -

003 Cultural Enrichment -.
004 E tigrish Reading

U05 English -Speech

X106 Engnsh -.Other Language Arts
-_________

007 English --2nd Language .

008. Foreign Language .

-
009 Home Econori'lics L

. 010 Youth Tutoring Youth
. _ -- - ____ _ _

011 Mathematics

012 Psychomotor Skills

013 Physical Ed Recreation

014 Natural Science
- ----- - -

015 Social Science

016. Vocational Education (Includes ..

Business Ed Industrial Arts)

017 Spec Act for Handicapped

018 Pre Kindergarten

019 Kindergarten

020 Other Instruction

021 Attendance 4
. . _ . _--- -

022 Clothing

023 F. oqd
.

024 G uidance Counseling

025 Health Dental
_ ______

026 Health Physical

027 Lhrary
____ .._. ._

028 Psy hologicai
- _

029 Sot-0 Work
___

030 Speech Therapy
--t

031 Transportation

032 Service for HandicaPPod .

0 ,t3 Other E xpendit trrts

034 Ins.eryire for Titio I Staff'

TOTAL - -I 0

1 '3
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SECTION I -TITLE I-ESEA EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

'.' '1 TICkt. OE SCH/PT)ON OF TITLE / PROGRAM SUMMER PROJECTS (REFER TO DIRECTIONS ON PAGE4)

I ` ICODE 8 c,

PAGE 6.

iP,,,, ,/

r :-'

PFliOt Cr PHASE

1A 1 lB 1C 3 4

HOURS
PER

PUPIL
f

NUMBER OF CHILDREN AMOUNT
OF

FUNDS

NUMBER OF STAPF

OTHER
r----,4NoNPUBLIC 1 PUBL*C

Neglected
and

IDmquent
TEACHERS TEACHER

AIDES

Ice 13 16) (cc 17 20) (cc 21 24) (cc 25 31) (cc 32 35)
.-

(cc 36 39) (cc 40,13) (cc 44 47)

t All

0O2

,art or Music

BUN, 114-.Y; EdUtAtt011
t% .... 1

S

003 4-Otural Etrrte,hrnent

003 Engiish Reading
.

005 English -Speech _...----

006 Engt,sh Other Language Arts

' /O % English 2t-tid Language

00-; Pore,go Language

009 Homo, Economics

010 Youth Tutoraig Youth _

i I 1 Mathematics

01? Psviiornotor Skills
ii

.
.

i 11, Ph,,, \Ica, Ed Recreation

014 Natural Science

0l5 Social Science I

61t) \B/til),c,rilt.lossogIdEdIuncdaitisitorniallrAtcrItusdes

017 Spec Act for Handicapped

01P,

. _

Pre Kindergarten

019 Kindergarten

000 Other Instructkin

021 Attendank.e A

022 Clothing
. _

023 F 00,1.. -- .

024 ril.,(1411CY COUFISeliflc) . , . .

0,15 1-1,-,ittn Dental .

0:>i, meal -h stiohystt ,t)

02/ : Litiraiv ..

'1,,q1 P',',4 hoiogli. ai
. .

)2*t ',,,, AI t,`.;ork

i .

(In T,,,,,,i),,n,it,(),,

0.1 , , ,-, ',-. H indicappd

1, t t ( ),,,F I soonditures

'ii i4 1,.,',,,ii, to, i,i I Staff
i ow. -7 -I/

1
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Section I- Title I -ESEA Evaluation Questionnaire PAGE 7

Administration of Title I Program' (code 6 riccl) (code 9 = 1)

10. How many of the sc:tools-in your school district were Title I schools? ( Count only

the schools whic' had Title I programs operating during FY 75. )

Et _r # of Schools:

001 Elementary Schools

002 Junior High Schools

003 High Schools

11. How many of the schools in your school district were eligible to receive Title I

services ( based'on the condentration of low income families in the school), but

did not actually receive Title I services during FY 75? (code 6 = ccl) (code 9 = 2)

-Enter L of Schools:

001 Elementary Schools

002 Junior High Schools

003 7 High Schools

12. How many of the public schdol Title I children in your school district received

Title I instructional services : )code 6 = ccl ) code 9 = 3)

Enter # of Children.:

001 In their regular classroom ?

002 Outside of their regular classroom ?

003 Both in and outside of their regular classroom ?

13. If your program served non-public school children where did they receive Title I

instructional services? (code 6 = cc 1 ) ( code 9 4)

Check all that apply:
001 /-7 In the public school
002 // In mobile classrooms
003 / / In their homes

004 1-7.- In the non-Publfc,school.4

005 / / Other location ( please identify location)

14. If your program served non-public school children when did they receive Title I

services? ( code 6 = cc 1) ( code 9 = 5)

Check all that apply:
001 /..1 During the regular school day
002 /I During the regular school week but after the regular school day

003 / / On weekends

15. If educationally disadvantaged children are defined as those children who are

one or more years below the grade level for their age, how many of the educationally

disadvantaged childrea in your school district : ( code "6 = cc 1) (code 9 = 6)

Enter # of Children;
001 Participated in Title I during FY 75 ?

002 Did not participate in Title I ?

lb. How many of the educationally disadvantaged children,who did participate in

your Title I parogram were also: ( code 6 c c 1) (code 9 = 7)

001 Socailly disadvantaged

002 Culturally disadvantaged

003 Economically disadvantaged

004 Physically or mentally handicapped

005 Participating in a Special Educational Needs (SEN) program ?

Oub Residing in an institution for neglected and delinquent children

17. How many weeks did your Title I program operate? (code 6 = cc 1) (code 9 -8)

001 During the regular year

002 During summer
1 .-

1! I La 0
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SECTION II TANDAROIZED TEST SCORE REPORTING CHARTS

117

DIRECTIONS FOR TITLE I ESEA FOR STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE REPORTING

PAGE 1

IT YOU OPERATED A TIT LE I PROJECT WHICH HAD AS AN OBJECTIVE THE IMPROVEMENT OF STUDENT'S READING OR MATHEMATICS

AND IF YOU ALSO USED A STANDARDIZED TEST TO EVALUATE CHANGE IN STUDENT SKILLS, PLEASE USE THE FOLLOWING

('HART No 1 To REPORT READING SCORES FOR STUDENTS IN 1st THROUGH 3rd AND 7th THROUGH 12th GRADES, CHART NO 2 TO REPORT
MATHEMATICS SCORES FOR STUDENTS IN GRADES 1-12, AND CHART NO. 3 TO REPORT READING SCORES FOR STUDENTS IN 4th THROUGH

60, GRADES.
STEP I SELECTION OF STUDENTS TO REPORT ON

F. It L IN UUESTION NO 1 ON THE REPORTING CHART, THE NUMBER HERE SHOULD INCLUDE ALL STUDENTS WHO WERE GIVEN SPECIAL

HELP BY TITLE I IN THE AREA OF READING (CHART 1) OR MATHEMATICS (CHART 2) THEN PREPARE A LISTING OF THE INDIVIDUAL

MANI'S WHO WERE HELPED BY GRADE LEVEL. AFTER YOU HAVE LISTED ALL STUDENTS, NUMBER THEM SEQUENTIALLY BY GRADE

EEVEt

FOR EXAMPLE. GRADE 1 SUE WHITE - 1 GRADE 2; JOHN ALTMAN I

PETER EAST 2 MIKE WESTON -2

MARGARET THOMAS -3
AFTER YOli HAVE COMPLETED THIS NUMBERED LISTING REFER TO THE FOLLOWING TABLE OF; RANDOM NUMBERS AND FIND THE

,ROW LACEEED CLASS SIZE. BELOW THIS ROW IS THE NUMBER FOR THE CHILDREN WHO SHOULi) BE SELECTED.

FOR EXAMPLE. IF YOU HAVE 10 STUDENTS IN GRADE 1, PICK THE STUDENT WHO IS NUMBERED '9' IN GRADE 1 IF YOU HAVE 20

STUDENTS IN ANOTHER GRADE PICK THE STUDENTS WHO YOU NUMBERED '13' AND '16'. IF YOU HAVE MORE THAN

126 TITLE I STUDENTS IN ANY ONE GRADE LEVEL, CONTACT DPI: TITLE I - ESEA OFFICE FOR A LISTING OF THE

NUMBERS YOU SHOULD USE TO SELECT YOUR STUDENT SAMPLE,

COMPLETE COLUMN 1 OF THE REPORTING CHART BY ENTERING THE 2 DIGIT GRADE LEVEL COPE FOR ALL STUDENTS YOU HAVE

'<i_ECTEO
FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU HAVE SELECTED 3 CHILDREN IN GRADE 4 AND 2 CHILDREN IN GRADE 12, THE GRADE CODES '04, 04, 04, 12

12' WOULD BE'LISTED IN ORDER ON THE FIRST 5 LINES OF COLUMN 1,

STEP II CODING OF TESTS USED

REFER TO THE FOLLOWING LIST, OF FEST CODES IN COLUMN 2 ON THE REPORTING CHART. ENTER THE TEST CODE TO INDICATE THE

'NAME OF THE TEST WI- ICHWAS USED TO EVALUATE EACH STUDENT WHO IS LISTED IN COLUMN 1 OF THE CHART IF THE TEST YOU

USED N NOT CODED 0 THIS LIST, USE THE CODE '99' AND WRI FE THE NAME OF THE TEST NEXT TO THE STUDENT IN COLUMN 1

01 IOWA TEST OF B SIC SKILLS - READING

1)2 METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST - READING
.

03 I YONS AND CARNIAHAN READING TEST

(,1 CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST - READING

05 GATES MACGINIT E, READING

06 GATES MCKILLCP READING

07 STANFORD ACH I VEMENT TEST - READING.

(04 w9DE RANGE-ACH,IEVEMENT TEST READING

09 DURRELLSULL1VAN READING TEST

10 STANFORD DIAGNOSTIC. READING

11 STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST .MATHEMATICS

12 IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS -MATHEMATICS

13 METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST - MATHEMATICS

14 SRA ACHIEVEMENT . MATHEMATICS

15 CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST - MATHEMATICS

99 OTHER

STEP III CALCULATE PRIOR RATE OF GROWTH FOR qUDENTS GRADES 2-12

1c) CAL ATE THE PRI1OR RATE OF GROWTH U71-7--ET(PRE-TES1 GRADE EQUIVALENT -1,0)::(NUMBER OF YEARS IN SCHOOLX 100.)

THE FOLLOWING CHAR" INDICATES THE NUMBER OF YEARS X 10.0 FOR STUDENTS WHO ARE AT THE START OF THE GRADE LEVEL

INNI ATE!) 6F THE STUDENT HAS NOT REPEATED ANY GRADES.

GRADE LEVEL 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ,9 10 11 12

10 x NO OF YEARS 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 11'0

NOTE IF A STUDENT REPEATED A GRADE, ADD 10' TO THE LOWER FIGURE FOR EACH GRADE HE HAS REPEATED

STEP IV CALCULATE FISCAL YEAR 1974 RATE OF GROWTH

T o At Jt.A E ISCA I EAR 1074 RATE OF GROWTH, USE THE FOLLOWING FORMULA

.'1,S TEST ,Al*LR EOU/L/ALENT PRE TEST GRADE EQUIVALENT) 1NO. OF MONTHS BETWEEN PRE AND POST TESTS)

STEP V YEARS STUDENT,HAS BEEN IN TITLE I

t ti l`k 0.1tiE Il OA YE AI EACH STUDENT HAS BEEN IN TITLE I IN COLUMN 5 OF CHART 1 READING AND CHART 2 MATHEMA 1 ICS

1
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WISCONSINi DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

TITLE IESEA, STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE
REPORTING CHART 1READINGSECTION II

PI ISES-5 (Rm.,. 12.72)

CODt DISTRICT NO, DISTRICT NAME
(cc 11 (cc 4 7)

A
'NAME Or PERSON COMPLETING FORM LAST

120

'INSTRUCTIONS: Please compleie and return by

MAY 30, to:

TITLE IESEA EVALUATION OFFICER
WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT DF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

126 LANG DDN STREET

MADISDN, WISCONSIN 53702
PAGE 4.

FIRST INITIAL TELEPHONE

1

AREA EXCH. NUMBER

1. HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE GIVEN SPECIAL HELP IN YDUR TITLE I READING PHASE? (BLANK - cc-2-3) (TYPE = Cc-8) (1. = cc-9)

GRADE

CODE (cc 10 12)

ENROLLMENT

(cc 1316)

2 7

( 122) (133)

2 READING ACHIEVgMENT

(1 77 )

(CODE A cc 1) (BLANK = cc 2.3) (TYPE = cc -8) (2 .,..cc-9)

B 9 10 11 12 TOTAL

(188) (199) (200) (2 01 ) (202) (204).

GRADE LEVEL
OF STUDENT

(1)

CODE OF
TEST USED

(2)

PRIOR RATE
OF G ROVVTI1

(3)

FISCAL YEAR-1975
RATE OF GROWTH

(4)

NUMBER OF YEARS
IN-TITLE I

(5)

Icc 10 12) (cc.13-14) (cc15-1 6) (cc17.18) (cc.19.22)

A

1, 29



WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

TITLE I -ESEA, STANDAROIZE 0 TEST SCORE

REPORTING CHART 2 MATHEMATICS SECTION II

P1 IS ES 5 (Rv. 12,72)

CODE
(cc 1)

0

121

INSTRUCTIO NS: Please complete and-return by
MAY 30, to:

TITLE I - ESEA EVALUATION OFFICER'
WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

126 LANG DON STREET

MADISON, WISCONSIN 53702
PAGE b.

DISTRICT NO.~ DISTRICT NAME
(cc 4 7)

'NAME OF PERSON COMPLETINGFORM - LAST FIRST
AREA

TELEPHONE
E XCH. NUMBER

1. HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE GIVEN SPECIAL HELP IN YOUR TITLE I MATHEMATICS PHASE? (Blank = cc-2 3) (Type = cc -8) (1 = cc-91

GRADE 1 2 3 . 4 6 7 8 9* 10 11 12 TOTAL

CODE (cc 10-12) (111) (122) (133) (144) (155) (166) (177) (188) (199) (200) (201) (202) (204)

ENROLLMENT
(cc 13 16)

4
0

.
.........

-

. . A

2. MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT (Code 43= cc-1)

GRADE LEVEL
'07: STUDENT

(1)

(cc 10 12)

CODE OF
TEST USED

(2)

(cc-13.14)

(Type = cc-8 (2 = cc-9)

PRIOR RATE
OF GROWTH(3)

(cc-1546)

FISCAL YEAR 1975
RATEeF

)
GROWTH

(4 '
.(cc-17.18)

. NUMBER OF YEARS
4 IN

4
TITL(5) E I .

\ (cc-19-22)

1

4-.

.1 t t1



WISCONSIN DEPARTMENTOFPU131.1C INSTRUCTION

TITLE I-ESEA, STANDARDIZED TEST SCORE

REPORTING CHART 3READING-SECTION II

PI IS ES 5 mew. 10 73)

122

INSTqUCTIONS: Please complete ind,return by
JUNE 15, to:

TITLE I-ESEA EVALUATION OFFICER
WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,

126 LANG DON STREET

MADISON; WISCONSIN 53702

SURVEY OF 4th, 5th AND 6th GRADE VILE I STUDENT READING ACHIEVEMENT

.GlitEctioNS. ir YOU PROVIDE SPECIAL: READING INSTRUCTION TO 4th, 5th, OR 6th GRADE TITLE I STUDENTS DURING THE FY 75

PRoJecT YEAR, AND IF YOU ALSO USED ANY OF THE TESTS LISTED ON PAGE 7 AT THE GRADE LEVELS INDICATED TO EVALUATE THESE

STUDENTS, PLEASE REPORT THE STUDENT'S RAW SCORE ON THE CHART BELOW. YOU NEED ONLY TO REPORT READING SCORES FOR A

SAMPLL OF THE 4th, rith AND 6th GRADE STUDENTS WHO WERE SERVED IN YOUR TITLE I READING PROG RAM. SEE SECTION111, PAGE 1,

0, STEP 1 FOR DIRECTIONS ON SELECTING SAMPLE STUDENTS. REPORT PRE-TEST SCORES FOR ONLY 5th AND 6th GRADE STUDENTS. DD

NOT REPORT PRE-TEST SCORES FOR 4th GRADE STUDENTS. BE SURE TO REPORT ONLY TEST SCORES WHICH CORRESPOND TO THE GRADE

LEVEL AS INDICATED IN SECTION Ill, PAGE 7. FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU ADMINISTERED THE CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT_ TEST 1970 EQITION

FORM A, LEVEL 3, READING COMPREHENSION TEST TO 6th GRADE STUDENTS, DO NOT REPORT1T BECAUSE THIS, LEVELOF'THE TEST IS

INDICATED FOR usE.wiTHONLY 4th AND 5th GRADE STUDENTS. PLEASE ENTER STUDENTS RAW SCORE IN THE UNSHADED PORTION OF

THE PRE AND POST TEST RAW SCORE COLUMNS, LEAVING THE SHADED PORTION VACANT FOR USE BY THE TITLE I DPI OFFICE.

(BLANK cc,2 3) 1,TYRE. - 6c8) *N:

PAGE 6.

tt

CODE
(cc, 1 )

DISTRICT NO,
(cc.4.7 I

DISTRICT NAME

.

- .
1 HOW MANY 4th THROUGH 6th GRADE STUDENTS RECEIVED HELP IN YOUR I READING PHASE? (Code 1.. cc9)

)

GRADE 4 5 . 6 TOTAL ''

(cc 1 0.12) (144) (155) (166) (204)

ENROI LMENT
(cc 13.16)

2

.

PRE-TEST (Cods 2.. cc9) POST-TEST

STUDENT
GRADE LEVEL

TEST
CODE

RAW SCORE
DATE STUD EN":

GRADE LEVEL
TEST
CODE

RAW SCORE
DATE

MO. '(H. MO. YR.

(re. 10 12) (cc 13-14) (cc 15-17) (18 -19) (20.21) (cc2224) (cc-25.26) (cc27-29) (30. 31)132.33!

a- -

5.

_ .

4.

. .
0

..---.,----.-

. I

131



123
SECTION II STANDARDIZED

TEST CODES FOR TITLE

TEST SCORE REPORTING CHARTS PAO E

I ESEA STUDENT READING ACHIEVEMENT SURVEY-4th, 5th AND 6th GRADES

GRADE LEVEL
TEST TYPE

LEVEL
FORM r FORM

TEST NAME EDITION YR,
SKILLS TESTED

TEST CODES

A
4th OR 511, CALIFORNIA ACHITVEMFNT TEST 1970 3 COMPREHENSION 01 46
4th WI hilt CAI II ORNIA ACCIII VI MI Ni I FST 1070- 3 VOCABIll ARV 02 41
4U.IIH hill CAI II oRN1A A(.IIII VI MIN I II gl ,070 I 01 AI tqAIHNI4 11 t 41;

(.1),

Al It olINIA ACI(11 VI MI NI 1 191

ALIF oitNIA ACIII1 VIM! NI 1 EST
10/0
1970

A o

4

rtiMTIFIIPNFION
z.

VOCABULARY
04
05

. 411

50
tilh CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 4 TOTAL READING 06, 51

-0: R.
4th OR 5th -1-1968COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS COMPREHENSION 07 52
4th OR 5th COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1968 2 VOCABULARY, 08 53
4th OR 5th COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1968 2 TOTAL READING 09 54

6th COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1968 3 COMPREHENSION 10 55
6th COMPREHENSIVE TEST OF BASICKILLS 1968 3 VOCABULARY 11 56
Gth COMPREHENSIVE TESTOF BASIC SKILLS 1968 _3 OIAL-REA DING 12 57

1 -M. 2-M.
4th, 5th, 6th GATESMAC G INITIE READING TEST 1965 COMPREHENSION 13 58
4th, 6th, 0th G ATESMAC G INITIE REAPING TEST 1965 VOCABULARY 14 59
4th, bttt. 6th GATESMAC OCNITIE READING TEST 1965 D TOTAL READING 15 60

5. , 6.

IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 10 COMPREHENSIO 16 '61
4th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 10 VOCABULARY __I 7 62
4th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 10 TOTAL READING. 18 63
5th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 11 COMPREHENSION 19 64'
5th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 11 VOCABULARY 20 -65
5th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 11 TOTAL READING 21 66
6th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 12 COMPREHENSION 22 67
6th IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 12 VOCABULARY 23 68
hth IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS 1971 12 TOTAL READING 24 69

F. G.
4th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 ELEM. COMPREHENSION 25 70

__At 6 METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 ELEM. VOCABUL'AR Y 26 71
4th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 ELEM. TOTAL READING 27 72

5th Oft 6th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 INTER. COMPREHENSION 28 73
)5th Oft 6th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST` 1970 INTER. VOCABULARY 29 74
5th Oct 6th METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1970 INTER. :TOTAL READING 30 75

A. B.
4th, 5th 6th SEQUENTIAL TEST OF EDUC. PROG., STEP SERIES II 1969 4 COMPREHENSION 31 76
461", 5th, 13th SEQUENTIAL TEST OF EDUC. PROG., STEP SERIES 11 1969 4 VOCABULARY 32 77
4th 5th, 6th SEQUENTIAL TEST OF EDUC. PROG., STEP SERIES II 1969 4 TOTAL READING 33 78

E. F

4th OR 5th SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES 1971 Blue Ed, COMPREHENSION 34 79
4th FIR 5th SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES 1971 Blue Ed. VOCABULARY 35 80
4th OR 5th SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES 1971' Blue Ed. TOTAL READING 36 81

6th SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES 1971 Green COMPREHENSION 37 82
6th SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES 'I971 Green Ed VOCABULARY 38 83
6th SRA ACHIEVEMENT SERIES 171 Green Ed TOTAL READING 39 84

W. X.
4th STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTER I COMPREHENSION 40 85
4th STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTER I VOCABULARY 41 86
4th STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTER I TOTAL READING 42 87

5th Oft"-61h STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTER\II COMPREHENSION 43 88
5th 9R 6th STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTER) \ VOCABULARY 44 89
5th on 6th STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 1964 INTER I \TOTAL READING\ 45 90

:L
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untEcTioNS To LuMPLETE YOUR TITLE I NARRATIVE EVALUATION REPORT FOR THE CURRENT ESEA PROJECT REFER TO PAGES 6 AND 7 t

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

TITLE ESEA, ANNUAL EVALUATION OF
SECTION IIINARRATIVE
PI IS ES 5 (Rev 10.74)

124 ,
INSTRUCTIONS:

4

- Return all evaluations to:

TITLE IESEA EVALUATION OFFICER
WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC1NSTRUCTION

X26 LANG DON STREET

MADISON, WISCONSIN 53702
PAGE 1

Of YOUR ESEA TITLE 1 PROJECT NARRATIVE. FOR EACH,OF THE BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES LISTED ON PAGE 7 OF YOUR PROGRAM

,. NARRATIVE ANSWER ITEMSA THROUGH I.

OBJECTIVE 1.0MEETI- DISTRICT NAME WHEN WAS THIS.OBJECTIVE OFFERED (CHECK ONE)

Regular-Yr. Summar 0 .Both Rigular and Sunantu

A. BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVE (NUMBER OF STUDENTS AND GRADE LEVEL)

1. POPULATION: Identify the number of students, the grade span of students, and the criteria used to select students for this objective.
NOTE: Listing the people who refer students, or the name of tests used to select students shows the source of information, but it does
not describe the criteria used. To describe the criteria when referrals are used, state (in observable terms) the reasons why students
were refefred. i.e., "10 fourth grade children who could not sound out words" etc. to describe the criteria Where a test was,usdd,
indicate the score or range of scores used to select students, i.e. "2()Jourth and third grade children who were more than 1 grade
equivelant below local norms on the SRA achievement testtotal reading" etc.

NUMBER GRADE SPAN CRITERIA

2. CONTENT: Briefly describe the main activities, services or techniques used to achieve this objective.

3. AMOUNT OF GROWTH EXPECTED: Describe in observable terms. NOTE: You are asked to indicate the amount of growth
expected. To answer this by saying "students will improve" does NOT indicate the amount of growth expected, it merely indicates
the DIRECTION of change expected. Please indicate the AMOUNT OF GROWTH expected.

4. EVALUATION INSTRUMENT& List the instruments and sources of information6used to evaluate change in students.

B. PROCESS EVALUATION. Did dny information on students' performance during the year lead you to modify the original objective?
If so, what?

1 0" 3
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125

TITL I-ESEA, NARRATIVE EVALUATION OF BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES-SECTION IV PAGE 2.

C. MONITORING: Were staff roles, equipment, instructiohal techniques, and organization of services implemented as originally planned,
a

f not, explain.

1

D. SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGS Summarize your eyaluation findings. lk you used rating scales, attitude surveys, or other

locally devised instruments, INCLUDE 1 SUMMARY COPY OF THE INSTRUMENT WITH A TABULATION of the responses obtained

PRE and POST, or POST ONLY depending on how it was used. Be sure to account for each of the instruments listed in ITEM A-4. If

an instrument listed in ITEM A-4 was not used, please indicate why it wasn't used. After you have stri-n' mariked your evaluation findings,

comment on the SIGNIFICANCE of any changes noted, in students' behavior in light of SECTION A-3. P

a

E, How many students achieved the amount of grqwth specified in ITEM A-3 (PAGE 14) number

F. RECOMMENDATIONS: Considering the informatigh reported here, what recommendations have you made, or should be made, for

future projects) Should this prOject be offered again in the future? Identify recommendations th were made by your Title I parent

advisory council.

G. INSER VICE TRAINING: Briefly describe the Major areas covered irithe inservice training fot this objective. Include outside resources,

visitation to other schools and special materials used:

H. WAS THE !NUR VICE TRAINING EFFECTIVE?

11 Yes 11 No If NO explain.

I. IN OLVEMENT: How were parents of Title I children involved in implementing this objective?

I t
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DIRECTIONS:

SECTION I

ESEA - TITLE I NEEDS ASSESSMENT FISCAI;YEAR_1975 126

After you have identified'the target schools in your district, the next step,of
project planning will be an assessment of the needs of public and. non- public
educationally disadvantaged children in those target areas. Since "educationally
disadvantaged" childten are "those children who have the greatest need for special
assistance in order that their level of 'academic achievement may be raised to that
expected on the basis of age", educationally disadvantaged children can be identified
on the basis of less than expected echicational achievement. Section I of this report

asks you to. indicate the.. procedures which you selected'in order to identify the educa-
clonally disadvantaged children. in your school district. Both the curriculum areas
of reading and mathematics should be consideied in the process of identifying educa-
tionally disadvantaged children. If you wish to also report on any other academic
areas to identify the number of educationally disadvantaged children in Your school
district, please do so, reporting this information in the same fordat as that used
for reporting on the identificatidn of educationally disadvantaged children in the areas

of reading and mathematics.

CTfON-I1'

ce you hav e identified a population of educationally disadvantaged children, you
cre,then asked to use Section II of this repOrt to provide an analysis of the

S

;0

ffective, cognitive and psychomotor needs of the educationally disadvantaged children
'n the grade levels.to Be served in your project. Since the analysis of' needs in
Section II of this report wilA serve as the basis for.planaing your Title I program,
the analysii of needs should be done,in sufficient detail to be of use in planning.

. the project. Thus in Section II of the report, instead of reporting global information
such as the fact that students are "below grade level"-Th-reaaai,-FOU will be~able

hether students have .difficulty with specific
rd attack skills, letter recognition skills, etc;

th information, you will have to contact the
k with the educationally disadvantaged

to go into more depth, reporting
reading.skills such as vocabulary,
In,order to provide this type of in-d
instructional and suppbrtive staff who
children you have identified.

You may find that you are able to identify a latihumber of educationally
..

dfsadvan-

taged children in your school district. Since preparfh .,an in-depth analysis of the

needs of these children would not be feasible, you may ele .to report on a sample of

the educationally disadvantaged children in SectioniII. Sho IA you elect to use a
sample, please use at ,least a 10% sample of the numbet of educationally disadvantaged

children who were identified in any of the grade levels you anticipate serving in

your 1975 Title I project.

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION:

NAME OF tom', DISTRICT
:;AM or PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS INCLUDED IN THE NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY:

(dote: all public schools in the target area and non-public schools having childrtl:n
residing in the target area should he included in the needs asse'Ssment.)

. Return to: ES 8A, Title I Office, Wis. Dep,. of
1 UT.117717struction, 126 Langdor St. Madis8n,53702

u
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Section I: oIDENTIFICATION OF EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN IN TARGET AREAS -

MATHEMATICS

1. What instrument was used at each grade level to identify educationally disadvantaged

children in the area of Mathematics Skills? (If you used a published test; give

name and publisher:' If you used 4 locally developed test, attach a copy' to this

report. )

Grade Level

I

Pre-school -

E

Instrument Used to Identif

Public School Children

ucationall Disadv., a- mi
Non-Public School Children

1- Lxligapjsdarjaluarsatag4L 'METRO-

POLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST (HARCOURT,

1RACE) Arithmetic Total

.Examplafax111uatzardim: STANDFO

ACHIEVEMENT TEST - (HARCOURT,tRACE)
Arithmetic Total

6,,
7
A

'l,pcial

''d.umaLtall._._

2. At each grade levle, whit was the amount of deviation from expected'performance

used to identify educationally disadvantaged children, andnow many educationally'

disadvantaged children were identified?

Grade Level
ti

Amount of Deviation from Expected(1)' Number of Educationall (1)

Performance Used to Identify Children Disadvantaged Children Identified

Public School Non-Public School. ') Public Non-Public

Pre-School

1 Example for Illustration ' Example._faralluatratian_
11ELOW 4th 'Stanine (National) Below 4th Stanine(National)

nr

1 i)

(1) If there'are no non-public schools in your district, mark "NA" in this column.
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Sect-ton I: IDENTIFICATION OF EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN IN'TARGET AREAS -
READING SKILLS

it^ What instrument was used at each grade level to identify'' disadvantaged
-4

children in the, area of Reading Skills? (If you used a published test give name
and publisher. If you used a locally develOped test, attach a copy to this report.)

Grade Level Instrument used to Identify Educationally Disadvantaged Children
Public School Children Non-Public School Children

(1)

Pre-school

_

1

2

4

5

. 7

9

10

11

-12

Special Ed

/ _
. .

2. At each grader level, what was the amount of deviation frOm expected performance

. used to identify educationally,disadvantaged children, and how. many educationally

disadvantaged children were identified? 1
/

Grade Level Amount of Deviat_ ion_ from Expected(1). _
Performance Used to Identify Children
Public School Non-Public School

Pre-School
-K

/ J1 of Children Identified as

/ Educationally Disadvantaged(1)
Public Non- Public

j2_

4

5.

6

8-

' 10

11

12

Spc.ial Ed.

f

I

iy

there

6

arc no non-public

WV!, /

schools in yourldistrict, mark "NA" in this column.

187

;
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SECTION II: ANALYSIS OF NEEDS OF EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN *

2.

It.

K.

6.
.7

1i9

Cognitivp\Effective
or psychomareor skill
assessed:

word
knowledge

T17ed. disadvantaged
children surveyed:

0j_public
level s 1-2___LEEe

# non- ublic 4" 2.0 - ,

level s .1-2\

etro.Oli
,ch. Wd.Kn.

_grade
Instrument used to

identify need:*

.
public

.non-public
iv

Iowa T.B.S.
Vocabulary.

Amount of deviation
from expected per-
formance used to
establish need:

.

'Below 50%
Norris

public ,

-
'-latil

. non-public
lat'l
Below 50%

Norms

4 of children .

identified with need:
11

,

public
non-public 10 .

.

Tate data collected.: Jan. 1974

'Priority rank: *** .

>

* , Please attach additional sheets as necessary toInclude your analysis of the

cognitivel,affective and psychomotor needs of the educationally disadvantaged

children.5urveyed in the grade levels to'be served in your project.

** u The basis for assessing the needs of (non-public) children must be comparable,

but not necessarily identical, to criteria used for public school children,"

TITLE I SEA, Participation of Private School Children, DHEW Publication (OE) 72-62.

*** In priority ranking needs, consider both the incidence and severity of needs.

8. How were'non-public school teachers, public school teachers, public and non-public

school administrative staff, parent advisory council parent and nonparent members',.'

school psycholo4ists, guidance counselors,, nurses, community representativeF,

special education persohnel, and speech therapists involVid in coliectinz and

analyzing the information reported-in Sections I and II of this report?

-61"3-7.1 1'18
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Pi It. 11, I', tRv/2 tt,r WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

APPLICATION FOR GRANTSECTION II
TO MEET THE SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

under Tit I* I of Public Law 89.10 as amended

FY 19

PROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL (To be cony eted by State Educational Agency)
ATE f "'fiF 't STATE 13. APPL ICfr N 7 r4. APPLICANT S. COUNTY 6. CONG. 7. SMSA

rsilif cs NO i CODE' NO PRO.ICT NO. CODE . DISTRICT CLASS
I

Sle.N A r URE (AuthottzedSHA Official)

V

DATE APPROVED FOR rIscAL YEAR
ENDING

Jun. 30,

O. TOTAL ALLOCATION

S

2. TOTAL AMOUNT REQUESTED

10. TOTAL AMOUNT APPROVED

'CERTIFICATION ANO STATISTICAL DATA (1'0 be completed by oppliconr)

-CERT!! !CATION
I! I , I !C. ignite/ below hereby appliesiot a grant of 'Federal funds to provide instructional activities and set.% .ces to meet the

1.1( ati,nal nerds of educationally deprived children as set forth in this application.

(41 III"! thtt, to the best of my knowledse, the information "coniained in this application is correct, the agency named
Is 4thorized me, IS Its Tepresent.ttite, to file this application; and such action is recorded in the minutes of the agency's

et .1q, hrLl .0
(This must ho a current date. see instructions ridge 1)

A J egul 11(7,71. 01 (rge10))

I .e vociPrst4IStrret. (it> Of 7 MAT)

ICOUNTV

.1

NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

[ SIGNATURE

ZIP COOE NO. I TELEPHONE (Ana Code ani1701")

A AN' 'ITLC OF CONTACT PERSON

DATE SIGNED

MAILING ADDRESS ' TELEPHONE NO.

'T YONTENANCE OF. FISCAL EFFORT- AVERAGE PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE FROM NON-FEDERAL FUNDS

C Qt1 Y f HONG JUNE 30, 1-9 S I FOR FY ENDING JUNE 30, 19 s L... Actual
4

, NUMBER OF SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN RESIDING IN APPLICANT'S DISTRICT (Projer\rod Fell Enrollmond
I-

1

RESIDENT. CHILDREN GRADE SPAN TOTAL NU14ER TOTAL
OF SCHOOLS CHILDREN

RESNIDENT
UMBER

CHILDREN
II) (2) (3) t4)

tAlf NON LEO IN.
, In oppllcones school district

' IC SI*EIJOLS 1-

C

I b i In orb., school districts) X X X X X X X X
r In oplIcones school district

I PRIVATE SrHOOLS
I I b l In other school cfsstrect (1) X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

NIor ITUTIONAL SCHOOLS FOR NEGLECTED OR DELINOUENT CHILOReN
; ; t-NROI t f()IN ANY scut:mi. BUT El!IGIBLE FOR ENROLLMENT &Omits only) X X X X X X X X

rIumgE 4 OP SCHOOLS ANO REcIDFNT CHILDREN IN APPLICANT'S DISTRICT
,A 1, ft/

t
I '

4 J NImist.f.0 OE CHILDREN fandLuied In Ite-r 2( ) WHQ COME FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES
i

' 7'i_ F NTRA TION OF CHILDREN FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

1 A ; ,T01!"TAWIrE PEPCEN CAGE flu, 21) ., . ( ol. ..I _''. AVERAGE NUMBER PER SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREA
(lo-n 21) , 2Ait. Col. 3)

1. TA LISED FOR DIT-TERMINING THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES IN ITEM 20 ("X" as many as apply)

I ' 0.,1 AU

14 over,.

RC E SCHr.,01, L joiC L U HEAL TN ST A TISTICS G ClEAU,LOTMENT ST ATITTI

r I SCHOOL sunvt.v r HOUSING STATISTICS H 0 F (ipecify):

r T OF PROJECT SCHOOL TERM TO BE COVERED BY THIS APPLIG.ATION(' 0,94
ne GUI. A R SCHOOL r SUMMER
TESTA ONLY 0"I CAMONL V

- ITCOUL AR ANC)
C l SU.AM01 TEAM)

1 IS THIS A COOPERATIVE PROJECT? ("X one) A [Ay Its ONO

If "Yes", Submit Cartifterst (on for 0::cart:diva Project,
ESEA TITLE 1.2" form with this Application

119
mmoomasowm..

PAGE 1
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FSFA TITLE I APPLICATION FOR GRANTSECTION II PIISES15 (Rev. 2.76
- _

8 IDENTIFICATION OF CHILDREN IN YOUR DISTRICT (Attach additional sheets if extra spar. is needed)

A, PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN YOUR DISTRICT

ct
v z

1

3

1.

NAME OF PUBLIC SCHOOL

(List in Rank Order Per Col 4 or Col 5)

N,111

TYP. Grade
(A. 0 0r I) Span

2.
TOTAL
NO OF

CHILDREN
ENROLLED

IN EACH
SCHOOL

NO. OF CHILDREN RESIDING

IN ATTENDANCE AREAS
(Include drop-outs, neglected end
delinquents and childrensnrolled
rn non public schools, Then
figures should include all children
hying in your district.)

3.
Total

tl Pitt cent
LowrIncome 3)

ESTIMATE° NUMBER OF CHILDRe.h. mi.-,
PARTICIPATE IN ACTIVITIES AT ".1110( ....,
LISTED IN COLUMN (1)

6

From
Public

Schools

7.

From

Schools

Total

(Coll. 6 7)

9
Nom*. tr

Col (9)
Frnm Out link
Of Prnltt

Area

6

P.

9

10

11

12

13

14

TOTAL

B NONPUBLIC'kHOOLS SERVING CHILDREN FROM YOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT

1

'JAME ALL NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS
WHERECHILDREN FROM

OISTRICT ARE ENROLLEO
rq 172, c,sad., Span

2.
Identify

Public
School By
Number
IA Col. I)

3.
Total Of
:filldren Living In

Your Ohmic*
Enrolled In Each
School In Port 8,

Col. 1

4.
No. Of Children
Enrolled Who
Live in Targat

Areas

a

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO 1rM LSI.
PARTICIPATE IN ACTIVITIES AT SCHOOLS
LISTED IN PART A COLUMN (1! .

5
Total

6.
Number In Col. 4 54,nen
Outsid Of Ptnir ,.

I ...,

I

*

'N. .

4

.

.TOTAL .______.,r______.,r -----
4

_ _

PAGE 2

149



. ESEA TITLE I APPLICATION FOR GRANT-SECTION

132

PIISES15 (Rev, 2.70

--'"---------------7

ii

-

PAIlt ii,,,PANTI-i. in, lud in Item A ell ..hi/CNOR 111APNt.tAd to participate in this project If some children who will participate are enrolled in institut.onal
3.. Wools for neglected end delinquent children report them in Col, 2..only.

. .

"REG," " REGULAR 'SCH 001 TERM "S$" . SUMMER TERM ONLY

1

. o , ,.,

P.

*Itt ESTIMATED HUMMER OF PARTICIPATING CHILDREN BY ORADE LEVEL AND TYPE OF SCHOOL ...

.
GRADE LEVEL

(ii -

)21:1L.rt`tiliNEENROLLED

NEGLECTED
OELINOUENT

AND
CHILD

Hummer. twmoLuto IN
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

(3)

wu,sicat ENROLLED IN
PRIVATE s010013

(4)

_ .

, TOTAL
(Col. 2 + 3 and 4)

(51

REG SS REG SS REG 88 REG SS

I Plo-K1n4rieften /

2

3

4

X InIereerten

Groh I . .

Grdnie,2
.

'.'`. .

[S_

6

Credo 3
.

.

Gre4. 4 .

7 6,44..5
1.

e

9

10

.-

II
.- -.---

12

Geod. 6 . .

a-
Graaf, 7

u

Grod 8

Grool 9 k
.. .

Gre4e 10
..,

e

13 Grid. 11

le- Goode 12

IS TOTAL awn o/ 1 areosegi 141:

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF DROPOUTS RECORDED UNDER
ITEM 2B MHO ARE INCLUDED IN ITEM RA ABOVE (
FSTIMATF D NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED CHILORE'N, INCLUDED IN ITEM 9A, WHO WILL PARTICIPATE IN YOUR TITLE I PROJECT.
(Report each ch Id once by major handicap).

*::';TA :Ciii :115',2: DEAF so. taco..
IMP AIRED 1"Alial %LAY* R It 0 ralfilUONLAYL L Y

0111TURIDED

CRIL ED OTHER
IINPAINICO

TOTAL

.. .

1)

RESIDENT CHILDREN BY ETHNIC GROUPS

4
..

E sii.eI41 nuelliiew of resident cheIthArs .1,9 .111 eeeflelefe In Tlfle I Actl..Irlee by stItrile peeves
...NT 4 NEGRO AMERICAN

INDIAN

n-,--

PUERTO
RICAN

°MIEN TAI

--,

IIPANION
SURNAME

OTHER (SPECIFY)
I

TOTAL tStIrlt41C
Item 8A -Col 8

141 Pais 3
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PI IS LS `E. (R..v. 2 76)

++.1NAL AN..) RELATED SUPPORTIVE SERvICE ACTIVITIES TO BE FUNDED UNDER TITLE I, NO. OF CHILDREN AND ESTIMATED COST

N It Lel. I orNivit,, over both tpolor and Gomm*, forms, o prot Iten 10, shown below, should bo prvIdol t corer c11 school 1m.

ctrzCK ONE TO IDENTIFY THE SCHOOL TERM EEINeREPORTE0 ONt A 0 REGULAR SCHOOL TERM I fl SUMMER TERM ONLY
A

i

INSTRUCTIONAL
,_

tiAR
:1

5

6

I.

r4

ACTIVITIES___ _

.-.,

INcrukA, rioNAL ACTIVITIES

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO WILL PARTICIPATE IN
INSTRUCTIONAL AND SERVICE ACTIVITIES LISTED INCOL. (11 ,ESTIMATED COST

OF EACH INST.
ACTIVITY-

(ROUNDED TO
NEAREST DOLLA.R1

(See butesaeons)

PUL1C SCHOOL
CHILDREN

PRIVATE SCHOOL
, CHILDREN

TOTAL ,

(SUM OF
COLs.

2 THRU 0

NO. IN COL.
FROM INSTI-
TUTIONS FOR
RIM, OR DEL.

CHILDRENGns. I.0 GPIS. 7-12
..

ORS. 1 ORB. 7.12

(11 (21 (31 (41 (4) 31 (7) II)
t

ttT,,INESS EDUCATION

ztt TDPAL ENRortimENT

ENGLISH READING .--

ENGLISH SPEECH

ENGLISH . OTHER LANGUAGE ARTS

t N61 1SH . 2ND LANGUAGE

,)pf-,GN l ANGUAGE

ro 1-60m,. ECONOMICS

,.0
fl,i!,ApomATIcs
i
, ,,t

INDUSTRIAL ARTS --

mDS1C

II
,t-itArtiTtAl

PtirS, ED /RECREATION

SCIENCE

Its
!If,
t
II
1
, 14
,....._,_

! )9
'

r,.;)-- AL SCIENCE

firr4iR vOrATIONAL EDUCATION
t,

",PE-CIAL ACTIVITIES FOR HANDICAPPED ,

PRE-11 & KINDERGARTEN XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX

L,Ttll:P INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES
`,PECIETP

120 TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR INSTRUCTIONAL AC IVITIES (SUM OF LINES 10A-1 THRU 11) f
Et

..i_

IF

cAPPt)PTIvE SERVICE'_:

,....

,JPPQR T tVF SERVICES

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO WILL PARTICIPATE IN SERVICES ESTIMATED
COST Or EACH

SERVICE
ACTIVITY

(ROUNDED TO
NEAREST DOLLAR

PKEK
ANO

K

IPUll.
PEI./

PUBLIC SCHOOL
CHILDREN

PRIVATE SCHOOL
CHILDREN

TOTAL
(SUM OF

COLS.
2 THRU IN

NO. IN COL. 7
FROM INSTI-
TUTION1 FOR
NEE. OR DtrL.

CHILDREN
CRS. 1.1 GRB. 7.12 ORS. 1- ORS. 7.12

IN 121 (31 141 1;1 (4) Cl) r (B) 191

s, T T% riDAN10E

t OTiriNe,

.'JOD

f ,

I f

tr)Are:t '.',OUNSE.I.ING

..1. AI TN DENTAL

4/At TH MEDICAL

/

iS

r ,

..i.---

,MPARr

PSY(MOLOGIrAL

0..1 . , 00 R K
.

',P E f CH THERAPY
i TRANSPORTATION

t

.
' PFTIAt SERVICES FOR HANDICAP

, THE R :F PvsCF S (SPECIFY)!

14

'

' ..

..,,
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE ACTIVITIES (SUM OF LINES 108-1 THRU 13) $e

t A. ESTIMATED COST OF INSERVICE EDUCATION FOR TITLE I STAFF MEMBERS I
A+ r sr tuA T ED COST OP JITLE I SERVICES FOR PARENTS $--......1m

T At, ESTIMATED COST FOR ALL INSTRUCTIONAL AND SERVICE ACTIVITIES (SUM OF A.20, B..14;C, on/ Co) Ste- ,---a.
*ora' should not tor, rrioro than your total budttt, 14

.1
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APPENDIX III

TITLE I ALLOCATION FACTORS
NUMBER OF CHILDREN COUNTED FOR WISCONSIN TITLE I ALLOCATIONS

FISCAL YEARS 1966-1976 INCLUSIVE

Fiscal
Year

1966

1967

1968

1969

1970

1971

0'O .2.

5o 0
rA o

o o
ci §o o0

Oa 0 g d'
r-i N el .4

Low- Income

0 0
o 0

0oo o
(0 (F) 8

c; c; c:;- 072 ,...
0°

a

AFDC 10,445

low-Income

AFDC 14,614'

Neglected 183 ..

Delinquent 502

IFoster 4,848

Lim-Income

AFDC 18,208

Neglected 183'

1 Delinquent 502

Foster 4,848-

Low-Income

AFDC 23,295

Neglected A16

Delinquent 712

I Foster, 5,071

58,446

58,446

58,446

4

58,446

Low-Income 1 58,446

AFDC 27,991

Neglected 414

Delinquent 639

Foster 5,295

Low-Income

AFDC

Neglected 297

26,309

Delinquent 876

FosCir 5,160

144

58,446

a
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NUMBER OF CHILDREN COUNTED FOR WISCONSIN ALLOCATIONS (CONTINUED)

0 § §
rT c;

Fiscal r4

Year

1972

1973

O

1

Low-Income

AFDC

I Neglected 288

1 Delinquent 739

--1 Foster' 5,414

35,410

Low-Incase

AFDC
I',

Neglected

1 Delinquent 26

IFoster

Low- Income

AFDC

29

5,888

34,579

1974 1 Neglected 372

I Delinquent 745

/ --1 Foster- 5,554

1975

1976

0 0 ,0 § °o oCY

c;'' ci ci
MD r. co

58,446

58,446

7.755

51,792

, Low-Incomp 103,905

AFDC I 15,934

Neglected 875

Delinquent 126

Foster 5,573

Law - Income 103,895

AFDC 20,092 -,

Neglected 680

Delinquent 377

dFoster. 5,633

4

Y.



1965-66

1966-67

1967-68

1968-69

1969-7e

1970 -71

1971-72

197&Z1-

1973-74

1974-75

4
1975-76

137

MAXIMUM AND AUTHORIZED PART A GRANTS T0 WISCONSIN
SCHOOL DISTRICTS:FISCAL YEARS

1966-1976 INCLUSIVE

Millioni of Dollars

, 10 15 20 257, 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65

Maximum

Authorized

Maximum

$18,058,203.00

$18,058,203.00

$20,609,442.39

lAuthorized $14,357,585.00

Maximum 322,603,474:40

AuthOrized $14,357,585.00 1

Miximum $26,457,628.40

I Authorized $13,208,978.00 ,

. .

Maximum $34,131,223.20

Authorized $15,520,748.00

Maximum $34,672,647.00

4
Authorized 115,i4A,581.00.

taxi inure , S42,706,462.00

Authorized' $16,546,374.00

Maximum $53,238,489.00

Authorized $19,402,623.00

Maximum $47,885,422.34

Authorized $18,709,436.23

Maximum $55,153,412.58

Authorized $24,647,751.84

Maximum $62,400,881.04

Authorized I $25,963,621.06
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PERCENTAGE OF MAXIMUM ALLOCATION AUTHORIZED FOR
\\WISCONSIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS FISCAL

YEARS 1966-1976 INCLUSIVE

A Grants Plus
B Incentive and

A Grants Only'

66 67 68 69 70 71 , 72 73 74 75 76

1' 7

Fiscal Year
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APPENDIX 'IV

INFORMATION ON PRIOR RATE AND SAMPLE

x lanat on of Priorllate Index

In calculating the prior rate index, the number of years the student had been

in school since first, grade, rather than the total number of yeirs the student

had been in school, was used to avoid having to work with different expected

prior rates or children who had or had not attended pm-school and/or kinder-
,

garten. This Also yielded a prior rate expectancy index' of .10 which was the

same as that f r the project rate.

Ttle divisor of he prior rate index was obtained by multiplying the number of

4P
years alchild h d been in school since first grade by-10 so that an expected'

score on\the prio rate index (.10) would be equivalent to that expected on

the project rate 10) index.

//
The numerator of they, prior rate index was obttined by subtracting 1.0 from the

child's pre test scoleso that children who were at an expected pre test grade

equivalent in differetlrade levels would'all have, the same 'expected prior rate

index score, If 1 were not subtracted from the pre test grade equivalent scores,

the expected rate scores would vary by grade level.

Grade

1.

2

Expected Grade
Equivalent At
Pre Tet

Expected Prior Rate

Expected
Pre Test 4 ..

(# Years (10))

2.0 .20

15

(Expected
Pre Test r 1.0)

(# Years'(10))

.1p

.10

3 4.0 .13 .io
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Sample Adequacy

K2 NV2

To,deterpnine if the sample size was adequate, the formula n = ND2 K2VZ

.
.

where K=1 and V=1 wassused. (From Hanson, H. Morris.; Hurwitz, WilliaM N.;,

.

and Madow, William G.;"Sample.Survey. Methods and Theory Vo'lume I,'New York,'
, . i ._

JohntWiley and Sons, Page 127,".Formula (-1.2).
o

The coeficient of variation (V) was set at 1 and this proved to be a good

estimate since the largest coeficient of variation observed in any.of the

samples was 1.1.

On the basis of this formula,it was decided not to analyze llth,,j2th grade,

prior and project rate scores, 5th grade total heading scores or, 9th.-12th

grade mathematics student scores.. For these groupings the sample size n was

less than n
N (.04) + 1

where n = the total population size.

. .
/

The sample size was further checked by the use of Tchebychev's inequality

relationship. This showed that, except in the cases previously mentioned, the

sample size was adequate to be 90% confident that the sample values wouldbe

'within .1-.3 standard deviations of the population mean. Thd formula used

here was where n = the sample size. (FromhGottman, John M.; and Clasen,

Robert E.; Evaluation In Education, A Practitioners Guide, Itasca, Illinois,'

F.E.. Peacock Publishers, 1972, Page 349.

r


